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IMPLEMENTATION OF PUBLIC LAND
STANDARDS FOR HEALTH AND

GUIDELINESFOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Public land standards and livestock grazing guidelines,
together with other existing decisions in the RMPs will
provide a framework for future decisions. Each
standard has a corresponding set of indicators that will
be collectively evaluated to make an assessment on the
achievement of the standard in the mapping unit of the
ecological site. Standards apply to all public lands;
however, because resources and staffing are limited, it
will be necessary to set priorities for the areas where
standards will be assessed.

Livestock grazing guidelines will be applied to ranges
where assessments indicate that the standards are not
being met and livestock grazing is believed to be a
contributing factor in not meeting the standard.

ANALYSISAPPROACH

For this analysis, the most basic question appears to be
"How many acres does BLM manage where the
standards are not being met?' This determination varies
by standard and alternative.

The BLM has avariety of resource data, but has not
inventoried the public lands to determine if the proposed
standards are being met or not. For example, BLM does
not maintain any human dimension data. For the
Fallback alternative there were no human dimension
factors to consider, while the RAC alternative had a
human dimension standard and the County alternative
reguires a balance between human dimension and
biological resources.

A second fundamental question is related to thresholds.
Some of the rangelands may have passed through a
threshold and will not meet the standard through public
land use management alone. For example, some acres
are now dominated by brush and or trees. These acres
may not meet the standard through use management
alone. Some form of brush control will be needed for
the standard to be met.

A third fundamental question is how many allotments

CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

could be affected by the grazing guidelines?

A forth fundamental question iswhat additional
activities may need to be adjusted for the standards to be
met. Thisisimportant because it will determine what
activities may be impacted by establishing a standard or
guideline.

The BLM asked each field office to provide information
on the four fundamental questions. For example, the
FOs estimated 480 allotments for the Fallback
alternative, 428 allotments for the RAC alternative and
287 for the County aternative would have grazing
guidelines applied to at least a portion of the allotment.
Additionally, each field office provided supplemental
information to assist in assessing the scope of impact the
various activities. The EIS team then used the field
office estimates as a basis for analysis.

This RMP Amendment/EIS presents a sufficient range
of scenarios and assessments to allow the reader to
determine what it would take to implement the
standards and guidelines and what the potential impacts
would be.

In addition to the standards and guidelines assessed, a
few existing RMP decisions are proposed to be changed
as shown in Appendix B. The EIS team reviewed the
proposed changes, assessed any potential impacts and
included them as part of the analysis, as appropriate.
Any potential impacts from changes to RMP decisions
are discussed.

Economic I mpact Assessment

The potential cumulative economic impacts were
determined from implementation of the standards and
guidelines for three aternatives RAC Alternative,
County Alternative, and the Fallback Alternative.

The total grazing permits/leases projected by each
county to be impacted by each of the three alternatives
was determined by the BLM field offices. Thisanaysis
focuses solely on those allotments that did not meet the

4-1



standards for any number of reasons as estimated by the
BLM. There were 480 allotments not meeting the
Fallback standards, 428 allotments not meeting the
RAC standards and 287 allotments not meeting the
County standards. For the purposes of this analysis, the
allotments were treated as the number of ranches
impacted. The BLM identified the county location of
each ranch; based upon the county location, aranch
budget region was identified and the size of the ranch
for each region was determined from the BLM actual
authorized animal unit months (AUMs) and the
percentage of public land identified for that allotment to
ascertain the size of the total ranch in order to
categorize the ranch into the historic ranch budget sizes.
These representative published ranch budgets associated
with the number of AUMS, land tenure pattern and
production characteristic by size were then used as the
baseline from which all impacts or changes were
measured. Published ranch budgets were not available
for al ranch sizes in each region; to bridge this gap,
adjacent region's budgets for the missing size as well the
most similar budget for that region was used to develop
an approximation for a representative ranch budgets as
the baseline encompassing the four principle ranch
budget areas where BLM lands occurs within New
Mexico.

A single point in time reference suffers from the large
volatile fluctuations of market prices over shadowing the
effects and ramification of the event being analyzed; an
example would be analyzing a high performance year
such as 1994 for the range livestock industry would
overstate impacts associated with a change in AUMS,
the opposite is true of the price trough in 1987 which
would understate the impacts. A 12 year cattle price
cycle exigts; therefore, an average budget was
constructed for both prices, costs, and production
characteristics associated with drought and prices. The
average production and price cycle was built for the 18
representative ranch budgets and became the baseline
from which impacts were quantified.

Individual Ranch Analysis

The developed 10 year average ranch budgets function
as the baseline; the ranches not meeting the standards
for each alternative were identified by region and
distributed as a percent by ranch size. The range
livestock industry was then directly involved by making
recommendations for each representative ranch size for
those ranches not meeting the standard. A ranch
template was constructed for each ranch and
subsequently modified to improve livestock distribution

or forage production by means of fence construction,
water locations, drinkers and pipelines or by brush
control practices. It was assumed that some of the
ranches not meeting the standard could not achieve the
standard without a reduction in AUMS; therefore, each
alternative had an option of either no BLM AUM
reductions or a 20% reduction in BLM AUMSs. It was
also assumed that 20% of the recommended
improvements were installed followed by ayear of
growing season deferment until the full regime wasin
place on the ranch by the 10th year after initiating the
practices. Associated variable costs of operating and
maintai ning the ranch with the recommended
improvements were developed for each ranch size for
the 4 major ranching regions of the state.

Range improvements are long term investments in the
basic land resource that require yearsto yield a positive
return to amortize the dollarsinvested. Theinitia
impacts and ranch progression were diagramed and
presented in Figure 4-1. The AUM reductions and/or
change in variable costs and additional interest
payments were put in place in year one with no further
change in costs or AUM numbers until year 7 when the
initial reduction was returned to the ranch and one-third
of the difference between actual authorized AUMs in
1996 and historic preference for the alotment were
restocked. An additional 1/3 increase toward historic
preference would be realized in year 14 and completely
implemented 21 years after placement of the
improvements, these additional AUMs would be
partially allocated to livestock as the ecological
condition of the allotment improved in terms of
productivity, diversity, and residual biomass due to the
response from the improvements. Investment costs,
variable costs and the value of production were
developed for each ranch size and region. The costs and
returns were the individual ranch level impacts from
implementation of the three alternatives.

[ndustry Impacts

The number of ranches impacted is the critical link
between the individual firm or ranch and the impact to
the industry. Aggregating the ranch impact by the
number of ranches determined to be out of compliance
and not meeting the standards by either the riparian,
upland, or biotic standards was the mechanism to
determine the total magnitude of AUMs lost/or gained
and additional costs/returns incurred.
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M ethodology

With the identification of ranches affected by region, as
shown in Figure 4-2 and an average budget for each
ranch size within each region, impacts to the ranches
needed to be identified. This was done with the help of
industry representatives and the BLM. The BLM and
ranchers cooperatively identified the improvements that
were most probable for an allotment in each region to
achieve the standard. With this information the
industry representatives estimated, as a percentage, the
increased variable costs that would be associated with
the improvements recommended. These percentages
were then applied to the average budget for that
particular region and ranch size. At this point there
were two options applied to the analysis for all three
alternatives:

1. That al of the allotments not meeting the
standard could be improved without a reduction
in AUMs. Ranches would attempt to feed their
way out of the forage deficiency and that the
allotment would improve.

2. That some of the allotments would require
the removal of AUMSs for that allotment to
improve and meet the standard. For this option
all alotments, not meeting the standard, were
analyzed with the removal of 20% of the
authorized AUMSs.

It should be recognized that both are unlikely and that
the real impact would be some point between the two
options. After implementing these two options into the
analysis, three additional options for the previous 2
options for each alternative, were analyzed for each
region, ranch size, and AUM reduction, they were:

1. That the BLM would provide al of the
funding for the establishment of the
improvements to bring the allotment to
standard.

2. That the BLM would provide the funding
for the materials and the ranch would provide
the labor of constructing the improvement.

3. That the ranch would provide al of the
funding for the establishment of the
improvements to bring the allotment to
standard.

These three options were considered because of the
limited funding available to the BLM for range
improvements. Neither of the options are likely; but,
some combination of all three is most probable to

happen.

Another possibility considered in the analysis was that
with increased regulation and operating costs to the
ranch, some of the ranches would sell the base property
for development and no longer use the federal permit.
For additional analysisit was assumed that 22%" of the
ranches not meeting the standard would convert to real
estate rather than shoulder the cost of additional
improvements and regulation. These ranches, including
the permit/lease, were assumed as permanent losses and
no longer maintained in production. Although it is
possible that the federal permits/leases may be
purchased by another ranch, it was not considered in
this analysis due to the insecure tenure of federal
permits. When 22% of the impacted ranches not
meeting the standard were removed, the same
assumptions that applied to the scenario that no ranches
quit were applied to the remaining 78% of these
ranches.

After the baseline budgets and adjusted budgets were
created for all assumptions and options, the differences
were identified and used as an input into the
representative sectors as a change to the sector to
identify total economic impacts to the New Mexico
economy (in the I-O model). These changesin
management were cal culated to quantify the total
economic impacts of the initial or first year impacts to
the state of New Mexico. The initial impacts were then
aggregated over a seven year period to determine the
cumulative impacts of implementation of the guidelines
for the fast seven years. In year seven it was assumed
that the allotment had improved to the point that 1/3 of
the difference between authorized AUMs and preference
AUMswould be alowed on the allotment, plus the
reauthorization of any AUMsremoved. Theinitial
impacts continued to year 10, because it was assumed
that full implementation of the improvement would be
completed at that point. At this time the economic
impacts to the State would be less severe, because the
only permanent change in the

Percent of ranches identified in "Economic
Characteristics of the Western Livestock Industry” as
ranches in New Mexico that would convert to real estate
with the loss of federal AUMs.
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spending pattern of the range cattle industry would be
the maintenance and repairs of the additional
improvements. In the 14" year an additional 1/3 of the
AUMs toward preference would be authorized for the
allotments that previously did not meet the standards.
And the final 1/3 of preference AUMswould be
authorized in the year 21 after the initial identification
of the allotment not meeting the standard.

Human Dimension

The analysis focuses on the three alternatives identified
asidentified for Healthy Public Lands: RAC, County
and Fallback, assessing the effects on the human
dimension. The human dimension includes financial,
social, and cultural impact analyses.

Thisfinancia portion of the Human Dimension
analyzes the impacts only for the Central Mountain
Region. The region includes parts of the following
counties: Rio Arriba, Otero, Lincoln, Torrance, Santa
Fe, Mora Colfax, Bernalillio, Sandoval, San Miguel and
all of Los Alamos County (see map 4-1). The Centra
Mountain Region is the only one of five regions
analyzed to date and the only one on which datais
included in this document.

The human dimension impact analysis starts with an
overview of the financial effects on public land
ranchers; followed by an assessment of the social and
cultural impacts.

Focus of the Human Dimension mpact Analysis:

The next section presents for each alternative include
the following impact analyses of:

¢ Financid
e Socia
e Culturd

Analysis Common To All Alternatives

This section presents issues and concerns that pertain to
all of the alternatives. The items presented include
the following analysis:

*  Small Business Regulatory Impact Analysis
»  Private Property Rights Analysis

* Water Rights

*  Water Quality

+ Wildlife Conservation Act
»  Equity Impact Analysis

» Civil Rights Analysis

* Environmental Justice

» Mitigation Measures

e Cumulative Effects

ASSUMPTIONS FOR ANALYSIS

1. Disturbance from authorized uses would not
necessarily prevent or preclude a site from meeting
the standard. However, where proposed disturbance
might result in the site not meeting the standard,
any and every opportunity to improve the condition
would be taken through stipulations on permitted
uses and other means so that the overall trend is
upward and the activity can be approved.

2. The demand for public lands for a variety of uses
will continue to increase.

3. Existing laws will continue in effect, and use
authorizations will continue to be issued by BLM.

4. BLM staffing will remain the same.

5. Monitoring levels of authorized activities will
remain the same.

6. For purposes of analysis, the short termis
considered to be 5 years and the long-term is 20
years.

7. The NMDGF will control the increase in elk
populations.

8. In 20 years grazing preference would be reached.
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NO ACTION (PRESENT
MANAGEMENT) ALTERNATIVE

VEGETATION

Upland Vegetation

Under the No Action Alternative, management of
vegetation on public lands within New Mexico would
continue, consistent with existing RMP decisions and
guidance. The rate of change due to management would
continue as in the recent past. Vegetation in early seral
stages would continue to be enhanced through the
implementation of allotment activity plans and other
activity-level plans (such as Habitat Management Plans
or Coordinated Resource Management Plans). These
plans would continue to be devel oped, and would
continue to implement grazing systems, construction of
range improvements to redistribute grazing pressure,
and vegetation treatments to improve the ecological
status of a particular allotment or pasture of a grazing
allotment. In the short term, brush control would
improve the ecological status on approximately 103,000
acres. Inthelong term, brush control would improve
the ecological status on approximately 410,000 acres.
Most of this effort would likely be aimed at the roughly
5 to 6 million acres in the mid- and late upper- early
seral stages. In terms of vegetation types affected, most
of the areas needing management are those that were
formerly grasslands and are now dominated by desert
scrub and juniper savannah types. Additionally, some
shinnery oak control may be necessary to restore Great
Plainstall- and mid- grass types, especially where
needed for wildlife concerns such as the lesser prairie
chicken. These areas are located in MLRAS 36, 42, and
70.

Riparian Vegetation

BLM would continue its management of riparian
vegetation. Heightened public interest regarding
riparian areas and endangered species issues would
likely continue to push riparian area management into
the forefront of BLM management activities. The result
of this management priority would likely be renewed
effort to restore, as much as possible, the 154 BLM
riparian segments not in proper functioning condition.
This would happen regardless of whether BLM enacts
new rangeland health standards and grazing program
guidelines, or which standards and guidelines BLM
enacts. In the short term, improvement in functional

condition is expected on approximately 20 riparian
segments. In the long term, improvement in functional
condition is expected on approximately 58 segments.

SOILS

Under current direction, with intense management,
there would be a continued slow improvement over the
long term in upland soil conditions where soils are more
productive, such as Mallisols, Alfisols, and moderately
fine textured Entisols. On poorer sites, and with less
intensive management, there would be little or no
change over the long term in the health of the upland
soils except in response to drought or additional
moisture conditions. No changes are expected for either
case over the short term.

WATER

In the long term, continued implementation of BMPs to
reduce NPS pollution and riparian area management
would promote reductions in erosion and sediment
production from public lands and slowly improve water
quality. There would be less sediment, nutrients, salts,
and biological contaminantsin the water. The cycle of
apparent arroyo filling is expected to continue, which
would support riparian restoration, in turn improving
water quality by acting as afilter for many pollutants.

While water quality affected by public land uses might
improve, it is not expected that any of the water quality-
limited stream reaches identified by the state would
improve enough to meet state standards solely from this
action. The impacts on those water quality-limited
stream reaches from non-public land uses and sources of
pollutants would also have to be reduced to help meet
state standards.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

Each field office has an approved RMP which provides a
framework for managing and allocating public land and
resources over a 20-year period. The decisions of the
RMP to improve rangelands and manage grazing use
public lands were based on the principles of multiple use
and sustained yield. Decisions include actions such as
developing AMPs, constructing range improvements,
mani pulating vegetation, and developing grazing
systems and other actions. Staff levels vary, as do
priorities, funding, policy, and level of interest and
involvement from government agencies and interest
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groups.

Under the No Action Alternative, RMP decisions would
continue. Priorities have been established based on the
sel ective management approach, using the "M™, "1", and
"C" classification categories. At thistime 6.7 million
acresfallsinto the"I" category. BLM has been
successful in resolving issues and meeting goals under
existing RMP decisions and guidance. Much can be
attributed to the cooperation and stewardship of many
grazing permittees. An average of two allotments-or
80,000 acres per year-have improved from category 1"
to category "M" because of meeting allotment objectives.
In the long term (over 20 years) 40 allotments are
expected to inprove from the "1" to "M" category. This
would reduce the acreage in the "1" category from 6.7
million acresto 5.1 million acres.

AMPs are expected to be developed on 60 to 100
allotments affecting 1.6 million acres over the next 20
yearson "I" alotments. Three to five plans per year
may be developed in the short term and approximately
60 to 100 plans over the long term (20 years). In
developing AMPs through consultation, coordination,
and cooperation with permittees, management actions
regarding rest and deferment adjustment in livestock
numbers, seasons of use, and range improvements are
considered that best meet resource needs with a
minimum of impact on the permittees. Monitoring
efforts on these allotments are intensified.

Under the No Action Alternative, livestock use levels
are expected to remain approximately at the seven-year
average. However, fluctuation in use levels can be
expected dueto a variety of factors such as westher
conditions and the price of livestock. Future use levels
have been projected based on seven years of data (1990
to 1996) from the Grazing Authorization and Billing
System. During the 1996 grazing year, 1,502,516
AUMs were authorized in New Mexico. The long-term
projection, however, is expected to be around 1,696,981
AUMs-the average of the seven years. Thisis 166,222
AUMs more than were authorized in 1996.

An improvement in ecological condition can be expected
in the long term. Vegetation treatments would improve
the ecological status on 103,000 acres in the short term
and on approximately 410,000 acres in the long term.

It is anticipated that the ecological condition of the
rangelands would continue to improve, because of the

improving soil and vegetation resource. Thiswould also
contribute to the improvement of the riparian areas by
decreasing the speed of runoff and sediment.

Riparian and wetland habitat areas are given high
priority for protection and improvement. Grazing
management practices such as fencing and grazing
systems are designed to meet or restore riparian and
water quality needsin 154 riparian segments that are
not in proper functioning condition. There would be
segments of riparian habitat where current grazing
practices would be adjusted to achieve riparian
standards. In the short term, functional condition on 20
riparian segments would be expected to improve. Inthe
long term, improvement in functional condition would
be expected on 58 segments. Vegetation and litter in the
riparian zone should respond and increase. The
increase in canopy cover and litter should decrease the
runoff and sediment, and improve the water quality.

WILD HORSES

Under the No Action Alternative, the wild horse herd
will be managed as stated in the Socorro RMP. The
1985 Hedt Management Area Plan amendment reflects
the new appropriate management level of 50 wild
horses. Monitoring studies will be conducted annually
to assess the forage condition and population. Based on
the monitoring data, wild horses will be water trapped
and removed from the area when necessary. The
removed wild horses would be shipped to an adoption
site or facility to await adoption.

The grazing system and water facilities developed
through the AMP of 1968 have benefitted the wild
horses. Pastures are grazed by cattle for 2 to 5 months
and then rested from 7 to 10 months. Monitoring data
show the alotment to be in fair to good condition with a
static trend. Improvement in upland vegetation
composition and cover should continue.

Approximately 10-20 wild horses are located in each
pasture graze year-round. Horses are not rotated or
moved from pasture to pasture as are cattle and therefore
do not provide vegetation with complete rest.

Studies show a moderate to high use when wild horse
numbers reach 50 and above. Inthe long term, the fair
to good range condition should remain static or
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improve as long as the appropriate management level of
50 is maintained and balanced with grazing and other
USes.

Under the No Action Alternative, the wild horsesin the
Farmington field office would be managed at the
optimum level of 60 head. The Forest Service would
determine the time and number of wild horses to remove
if such action becomes necessary. Maintaining the herd
level at its optimum numbers would help maintain the
range in proper condition and balanced with other uses.

WILDLIFE

For all MLRAS, full implementation of existing RMPs
under this alternative would have a slow, long-term
benefit on most wildlife species.

36 - New Mexico and Arizona Plateaus and
M esas

Big Game

The development and implementation of AMPs
identifying goals and objectives for vegetative land
treatments and water devel opments would maintain or
dightly improve wildlife habitat for big game species
over the long term. Natural events (fire, flooding, etc.)
That create a mosaic within the landscape and diversify
the plant community would also benefit wildlife. Mule
deer and ek are the primary big game species
benefitting from these actions. A dlight increase in the
deer population would be expected through improving
the quality and quantity of browse on upland sites, and
creating new fawning areas. Elk are currently
increasing in numbers; however, any increase would be
controlled by the NMGF. The quality of habitat would
maintain or slightly improve over the long term for
riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer, and
furbearers) due to the current emphasis on riparian
management. However, due to the small percentage of
riparian habitat located on public land and other
limiting factors that affect big game populations, no
measurable increase in populations is expected.

Off-highway vehicle use can potentially increase the
number of roads on public land, resulting in degradation
of big game habitat and increasing wildlife harassment
and displacement. Under current management, road
closures are slowly being implemented, but not to the
degree necessary to reduce off-highway vehicle impacts.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long-
term, through land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in a benefit for some upland wildlife
species. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.

Again, current management would slightly improve
upland and nongame habitat conditions in the long
term, particularly in areas where vegetative treatments
are proposed and for those species dependent upon
riparian areas that are in an upward trend in condition.

Water fowl

Current waterfowl management is closely associated
with riparian management, and would improve over the
long term, with current BLM’s emphasis on riparian
management.

Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries would generally
change in response to the changes in overall riparian
and aquatic habitats. Public land-resident fisheries
habitat would be improved over the long term.

37 - San Juan River Valley Mesas and
Plateaus

Under current management, vegetative treatments
(chemical and fire) would change the overall plant
composition within the sagebrush and desert shrub
community, benefitting local big game populations.
Implementation of range inprovements defined in the
RMPs and AMPs would slowly improve antelope and
mule deer habitat through increasing water distribution
and improving forage availability and quality.

The quality of habitat would maintain or slightly
improve over the long term for riparian-dependent big
game species (deer, furbearers, etc.) due to the current
emphasis on riparian management. However, because
of the small percentage of riparian habitat located on
public land and other limiting factors that affect big
game populations, little increase in populationsis
expected.
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Allowing public access, while controlling OHV use and
protecting wildlife habitat, is a major concern for most
field offices. Off-highway vehicle use can potentially
increase the number of roads on public land, resulting in
degradation of big game habitat and increasing wildlife
harassment and displacement. Under current
management, road closures are slowly being
implemented, but not to the degree necessary to reduce
off-highway vehicle impacts.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long
term, through land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in a benefit for some

upland wildlife species. The continued construction of
water developments would favor upland game bird
Species.

Again, current management would slightly improve
upland and nongame habitat conditions in the long
term, particularly in areas where vegetative treatments
are proposed, and for those species dependent upon
riparian areas that are in an upward trend in condition.

Special management for raptor nesting areas would
continue. Small changesin the overall landscape, while
still protecting nest sites, would increase the prey base
for raptors.

Water fowl

Current waterfowl management is closely associated
with riparian management, and would slightly improve
over the long term with BLM’s current emphasis on
riparian management.

Limiting factors associated with waterfowl management
are the lack of functioning riparian areas, agricultural
fields and the conversion of grain crops to cotton and
chile located on private lands. Waterfowl primarily
migrate into the state during the winter months through
the central flyway.

Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries would generally
change in response to the changes in overall riparian
and aquatic habitats. Public land-resident fisheries
habitat would be improved over the long term.

39 - Arizona and New M exico M ountains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land of this type.
However, there are several areas having AMPs
identifying wildlife goals and objectives and allowing
vegetative land treatments and water devel opments.
These projects, along with controlled grazing, would
maintain slightly improve wildlife habitat for big game
species over the long term. The southwestern part of the
state has a very active fire season. These natural events
can be beneficial to resident elk herds by creating open
meadow areas and increasing the amount of forage.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long
term, from land treatments and proper grazing practices;
resulting in a benefit for most upland and nongame
wildlife species.

Water fowl

Waterfow! habitat would improve with respect to
riparian improvements. Waterfowl and riparian habitat
improvements would gradually be enhanced over the
long term. However, since the majority of waterfowl are
migratory, no measurable change in populations are
anticipated.

Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries would generally
change in response to the changes in overall riparian

and aquatic habitats. Public land-resident fisheries
habitat over the long term would be improved.

41 - Southeastern Arizona Basin and Range

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands
and the Coues whitetail deer occupies this corner of
southwestern New Mexico. Over time, current
management would continue to maintain or improve
wildlife habitat.
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42 - Southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and
M ountains

Maintenance of desert ecosystemsis very critical, yet
difficult to manage, due to climatic conditions and the
recent expansion of human activities that can potentially
alter habitat components critical to some desert species.

Big Game

The development and implementation of AMPs that
identify management objectives and provide forage plant
needs, vegetative land treatments, water development,
and cooperative management efforts would continue to
dowly improve big game habitat over the long term.
Natural events (fire, flooding etc.) that created a mosaic
within the landscape and diversify the plant community
would also benefit wildlife. A slight increase in the deer
population would be expected because of improving the
quality and quantity of browse on upland sites, and
creating new fawning areas. Pronghorn antelope
populations are expected to increase over the long term
due to improved habitat conditions and transplants.
Habitat conditions would improve over the long term
due to improved ecological conditions and movement
patterns. Antelope transplants would be expected to
continue in cooperation with the NMDGF and other
land owners.

Competition for food and space between mule deer and
the Iranian ibex would continue under current
management practices. Oryx would continue to move
off the White Sands Missile Range and may potentially
displace mule deer and antel ope because of their size
and aggressive behavioral patterns.

The quality of habitat would maintain or slightly
improve over along period for riparian-dependent big
game species (turkey, deer, and furbearers) due to the
current emphasis on riparian management. However,
due to the small percentage of riparian habitat |ocated
on public land and other limiting factors that affect big
game populations, no measurable increase in
populations is expected.

Upland Game and Nongame Species

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long
term through land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in a benefit for scaled qualil,
Gambel's quail and dove populations. The continued

construction of water developments would favor upland
game bird species.

Water fowl

Limiting factors associated with waterfowl management
are the lack of functioning riparian areas, agricultural
fields, and the conversion of grain crops to cotton and
chile located on private lands within the Rio Grande and
Pecos Valley areas. Waterfowl primarily migrate into
the state during the winter months through the central
flyway. Current waterfowl management is closely
associated with riparian management, and would
dlightly improve over the long term with current BLM’s
emphasis on riparian management.

Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries would generally
change in response to the changes in overall riparian

and aquatic habitats. Public land-resident fisheries
habitat would be improved over the long term.

48 - Southern Rocky M ountains

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. However, there are several areas that have
management plans identifying wildlife goals and
objectives and allowing vegetative land treatments and
water developments. These projects, along with
controlled grazing, would maintain or dlightly improve
wildlife habitat for big game species over the long term.

51 - High Intermountain Valleys

Big Game

Rocky Mountain elk would continue to be a key wildlife
species within the Taos field office. Critical winter
range would be improved through prescribed firesin the
San Antonio, Pot, and Montoso mountains and Habitat
Management Plans that outline goals and objectives for
big game species. Pronghorn antelope exist throughout
these Special Management Areas and would benefit
along with the elk from these goals and objectives.
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Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long-
term, through land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in a benefit for scaled qualil,
mourning dove, Merriam's turkey, numerous raptors and
migratory bird populations. The continued construction
of water developments would favor upland game bird
Species.

Water fowl

The limiting factors associated with waterfow!
management are the lack of functioning riparian areas.
Waterfowl primarily migrate into the state during the
winter months through the central

flyway. Current waterfowl management is closely
associated with riparian management and would slightly
improve over the long term with BLM’ s current
emphasis on riparian management.

Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries would generally
change in response to the changes in overall riparian

and aquatic habitats. Public land-resident fisheries
habitat would be improved.

70 - Pecos/Canadian Plains and Valleys

Big Game

V egetative land treatments, increased water
developments, and cooperative management efforts
would continue to improve big game habitat. Mule deer
are continuing to spread throughout the MLRA, but
overall populations are declining in this MLRA and
statewide. The development and implementation of
AMPs that identify management objectives and provide
forage plant needs, vegetative land treatments, and
water developments would maintain or slightly improve
wildlife habitat for big game species over the long term.
Natural events (fire, flooding, etc.) That created a
mosaic within the landscape and diversify the plant
community would also benefit wildlife. A dlight
increase in the deer population would be expected. Due
to improving the quality and quantity of browse on
upland sites, and creating new fawning areas.
Pronghorn antelope populations are expected to increase
over the long term due to improved habitat conditions
and transplants. Habitat conditions would improve over

the long term due to improved ecological conditions and
movement patterns. Antelope transplants would be
expected to continue in cooperation with the NMDGF
and landowners.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the longterm
through land treatments and proper grazing practices
outlined in Habitat Management Plans and AMPs,
resulting in a benefit for scaled quail and dove
populations. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.
With the current regional emphasis on the decline of
prairie chicken populations, current grazing
management practices would need to be amended to
address special habitat requirements needed for
sustainable populations.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat would be improved over the
long term.

77 - Southern High Plains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. However, current RMP decisions would
improve wildlife habitat by identifying wildlife goals
and objectives and allowing vegetative land treatments
and water developments.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long
term, through land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in a benefit for most upland and
nongame wildlife species.

Water fowl

Waterfow! habitat would improve with respect to
riparian improvements. Waterfowl and riparian habitat
improvements would gradually be enhanced over the
long term. However, since the majority of waterfowl are
migratory, no change in populations is anticipated.
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SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Under the No Action Alternative, management of
specia status species on public lands within New
Mexico would continue consistent with existing RMP
decisions and guidance (including the results of the
statewide Section 7 consultations for each RMP). The
rate of change due to management would continue asin
the recent past. Special status species management
would continue through the implementation of AMPs
and other activity level

plans (such as Herd Management Area Plans and
Coordinated Resource Management Plans). These plans
would continue to implement grazing systems,
construction of range improvements to redistribute
grazing pressure, and vegetation treatments to improve
the ecological status of a particular allotment or pasture
of agrazing allotment.

In the short term, brush control would improve the
ecological status on approximately 103,000 acres. In the
long term, brush control would improve the ecological
status on approximately 410,000 acres. Most of this
effort would likely be aimed at improving the roughly 5
to 6 million acres in midseral and upper early-seral
areas. Interms of vegetation types affected, most of the
areas needing management are those areas that were
formerly grasslands and are now dominated by desert
scrub and juniper savannah types of the woodland biome
in MLRAS 36, 42, and 70. Some shinnery oak control
may be necessary to restore Great Plains tall- and mid-
grass types where needed for wildlife concerns such as
the lesser prairie chicken. These activities would benefit
many of the 55 species that occur within the woodland
and desert biomes. Of concern when implementing
livestock grazing practicesis that the approximately
4,285,000 acresin areas of late seral and PNC

ecological status not decline due to redistribution of
grazing patterns. These areas, in many cases, provide
suitable habitat to support special status species with late
seral habitat requirements. Conversely, brush control
activities may have only partial benefit to special status
species, where the species require late-seral to PNC
habitat conditions, and the improvement capability is
only to mid-seral due to past erosion and soil loss.

The BLM'’s priority in the near future would likely be
continued restoration of riparian habitats. In the short
term, improvement in functional condition is expected
on approximately 20 riparian segments. In the long

term, improvement in functional condition is expected

on approximately 58 segments. Thiswill benefit many
of the 76 species associated with these habitats,
including the southwestern willow flycatcher.
Improvement of many areas would be limited by the
fragmented distribution of BLM riparian areas and the
lack of coordinated watershed management efforts.

RECREATION

Recreational visitor use would continue to increase,
particularly in areas where urban visitors recreate.
Developed recreation sites would be especialy have
increased use. The recreational use levels are not
expected to be impacted by rangel and management
practices.

It is expected that the present conflicts between livestock
use and the developed recreational area at the Wild
Rivers Recreation Areawould be resolved over the next
five years. Asadditional recreational sites are
developed, livestock are expected to be excluded.

The BLM is expected to resolve livestock grazing
conflicts on riparian areas. In the long term, an
additional 58 riparian segments are expected to improve
in condition. Thiswould improve the quality of visits
for recreationalists on the public lands.

The 1,600,000 acres within Category "I" allotments
would improve to the "M" category, improving the
quality of the visit for recreational visitors.

WILDERNESS

Under the No Action Alternative the existing situation
would continue in wilderness areas and wilderness study
areas. Livestock grazing practices would be constrained
by existing wilderness study area management
guidelines. Range improvements to facilitate livestock
grazing management would be authorized only where
they are consistent with the wilderness area and
wilderness study area management guidelines. Existing
resource conditions and trends would be expected to
remain the same.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Under existing management, cultural resources are
protected by law from the effects of new development of
livestock facilities; however, loss of, and damage to,
cultural resources continues to occur due to increased
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public access, erosion, and cattle trampling resulting
from livestock grazing and development of associated
facilities. Efforts by the BLM continue in cooperation
with permittees and |essees to improve cattle
distribution, thereby reducing the intensity of impactsin
localized aress.

PALEONTOLOGY

Under present management, paleontological resources
are protected by law from the effects of new
development; however, loss of, and damage to,
paleontological resources continues to occur due to
increased public access, erosion, and cattle trampling.
Efforts by the BLM continue in cooperation with
permittees and lessees to improve cattle distribution,
thereby reducing the intensity of impactsin localized
areas.

REALTY/LAND USE

Applicationsfor all land and realty actions are
considered by BLM on a case-by-case basis. The
majority of realty actions require short-term use of the
lands with long-term productivity being restored upon
rehabilitation of disturbed areas (USDI, BLM, Roswell
RMP, 1994). However, there are permitted actions such
as access roads, which result in disturbances over the
long term, decreasing the productivity of that areafor
the life of that project. Each project proposal contains
mitigation measures to minimize or avoid impacts. The
requirements for reclamation and rehabilitation are
covered in project components along with stipulations
required by BLM. This process mitigates or avoids
impacts while allowing for a variety of uses on public
lands.

Local areas are impacted by land and realty activities
creating both short- and long-term surface disturbance
by reducing vegetative cover and forage, increasing
erosion or sediment load, degrading wildlife habitat, and
increasing the potential for the introduction or spread of
noxious weeds. Stipulations, if complied with and
successful, would mitigate impacts on alocal basis by
reducing soil erosion and sediment load, restoring
ground cover, restoring diversity of plant species,
protecting threatened and endangered or special status
species and their habitats, minimizing the introduction
or spread of noxious weeds, and protecting important
cultural or historic resources. The impacts associated
with land and realty surface disturbing activities would
continue under the No Action Alternative.

MINERAL RESOURCES

The primary objective of the BLM minerals program is
to provide consumptive use of the resource as needed by
aproductive society. The development and sale of the
various mineral resources also provides a source of
income for the mineral owner and the developer. Any
impact that may affect availability of mineral resources,
impede their development, or make development less
profitable, would be a concern to anyone who uses
mineral products or derives their income from the
development or sale of mineral production.

Under the No Action Alternative, public lands currently
open to mineral entry or mineral leasing would remain
open. Minerals resources would be managed consistent
with existing laws and regulations governing their
development. Statutory rights of current minera
lessees, claimants, and permit holders would not be
affected. Developers of public minerals would continue
to be subject to standards that reduce soil erosion,
protect fresh water supplies, reduce vegetative
disturbance offsite, and safeguard wildlife populations.
As provided for in existing mineral development laws
and regulations, variations in management style,
environmental situations, and public preferences would
continue to affect the cost and timing of development.
Specific development operations may even be denied
under these current conditions.

Saleable Minerals

If no public land health standards are implemented, no
additional impacts on the development, sale, and use of
public mineral materials would be created. The
development scenarios described in current RMPs would
continue unchanged. Under the existing mineral
material regulations found in 43 CFR Part 3600.0-4, the
BLM has discretion to deny the digging and
development of new sites. Under the No Action
Alternative, the discretion to deny use of mineral
materials would remain available; however, no mineral
operation would be denied due to the application of a
land health standard. By not issuing land health
standards, there would be no additional criteria on
which aBLM Authorized Officer might deny mineral
material use permits. The use of federal mineral
material pits and quarries would continue to be subject
to existing standards that protect the environment.
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L ocatable Minerals

The management of mining claims is subject to the
Mining Law of 1872. Under this statute, the non-
mechanized casual use of a claim, and mining
operations disturbing less than five acres per year, are
not subject to a BLM authorization. Most of the claims
on public land in New Mexico are mined by this type of
operation; therefore, no restrictive conditions and
impacts would result from any of the alternatives.

Under the No Action Alternative, reclamation standards
and requirements for the larger mine plans would not be
changed. The mines permitted by BLM would continue
to be subject to current environmental degradation
standards. There would be no additional restrictive
conditions applied to future mine plan permits. In
addition to these federal regquirements, operations on
mining claims are subject to the New Mexico Mining
Act of 1993, which sets similar or stricter standards for
environmental protection and the reclamation of mined
lands. There would be no need to alter the meaning or
the determination of unnecessary and undue degradation
in the management of locatable and salable minera
resources.

Leasable Minerals

The leasing of mineral resources on public land would
not change under any of the alternatives. Under the No
Action Alternative, the environmental standards
imposed on the development of |easable minerals would
not be reduced or made more restrictive. Leasable
minerals are currently held to a high environmental
protection standard. These standards are applied at the
permitting stage to minimize environmental damage
and preserve natural conditions during development
operations. They can be found in such documents as Oil
and Gas Surface Operating Standards (the Gold Book),
right-of-way handbooks, and RMPs. Strict
environmental standards for location and mining of coal
leases are found in the Federal Coal Leasing
Amendments Act of 1976 and Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act of 1977. The No Action
Alternative would result in no change to the reasonable
foreseeable devel opment scenarios for oil and gas leases
that are forecast in the current RMPs. No delay or
relocation of oil and gas permits would occur due to the
potential application of standards.

NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL
|SSUES

Native American concerns would continue to be
protected under the law as stated in Chapter 3.

ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Current conditions, as described in Chapter 3, are
expected to continue.

HUMAN DIMENSION

Current conditions, as described in Chapter 3, are
expected to continue.
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RAC ALTERNATIVE (PROPOSED
ACTION)

VEGETATION

Upland Vegetation

Under the RAC Alternative hereafter the Proposed
Action, the focus of management and the application of
grazing guidelines would occur on public lands not
meeting the standard due to grazing. Management
changes would include more water, fencing, land
treatments, and possible deferment on areas not meeting
the standard. In the short term, little improvement
would be expected. However, in the long term,
measurable improvement in vegetative cover and
composition would be expected due to grazing
management practices. Additionally, vegetation would
be enhanced through the use of mechanical and
chemical manipulations in both the short and long term.
These improvements would occur mostly within the
desert and woodland biomesin MLRAS 36, 42, and 70.

Riparian Vegetation

Under the Proposed Action, riparian communities and
vegetation on 112 riparian segments classified as
nonfunctional and functional at risk with a downward
trend or where the trend is not apparent (stable), would
not meet the standards. These areas are affected, at least
in part, by grazing activities. Management effortsin the
short term would improve 16 segments. Seven of the
segments are projected to improve to proper functioning
condition. Inthe long term, 52 segments are projected
to improve. Of thistotal, 25 areas would improve to
proper functioning condition. Improvement of many
areasis limited by the fragmented distribution of BLM
riparian areas and the lack of coordinated watershed
management efforts.

SOILS

With intense management under the Proposed Action,
there would be a continued slow improvement over the
long term in upland soil conditions where soils are more
productive, such as Mallisols, Alfisols, and moderately
fine textured Entisols. On poorer sites and with less
intensive management there would be little or no change
over the long term in the health of the upland soils
except in response to drought or additional moisture

conditions. No changes are expected for either case over
the short term. There would be more overall
improvement than either the No Action or County
alternatives due to implementation of grazing
management guidelines on more acres, than for those
alternatives. Over half of the uplands not meeting the
standard for this alternative arein MLRA 42; however,
the soil response to management in this MLRA would be
dow. More profound response would come from the
better sites such as those in MLRA 36 (norther part), 39,
41, 48A, 70 (northern part), and the gently sloping
uplands of MLRA 77.

WATER

In the long term, continued implementation of BMPs to
reduce NPS pollution and riparian area management
would promote reductions in erosion and sediment
production from public lands and slowly improve water
quality. There would be less sediment, nutrients, salts,
and biological contaminantsin the water. The cycle of
apparent arroyo filling is expected to continue which
would support riparian restoration, in turn improving
water quality by acting as afilter for many pollutants.

While water quality affected by public land uses might
improve, it is not expected that any of the water quality-
limited stream reaches identified by the state would
improve enough to meet state standards solely from this
alternative. The impacts on those water quality-limited
stream reaches from non-public land uses and sources of
pollutants would also have to be reduced to help meet
state standards.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

Under the Proposed Action, livestock use levels are
expected to remain approximately at the seven-year
average over the short term, similar to the No Action
Alternative. Adjustmentsin livestock numbers are
expected to be upward on some allotments and
downward on others. Adjustments are not expected to
be large, either upward or downward because in general,
current permits and leases are consistent with grazing
capacities established through BLMs rangeland
monitoring program. However, fluctuation in use levels
can be expected due to a variety of factors such as
weather conditions and the price of livestock. Asforage
conditions and lands improve in health and begin to
properly function, increases in livestock use can be
expected. The long-term AUM projection statewide is
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expected to be around preference (1,968,341 AUMS).

Implementing the guidelines would be similar to
BLM’sthe No Action Alternative. The livestock
management practices may include deferment, adjusting
livestock numbers, changing season of use, modifying or
devel oping range improvements, and conducting
vegetative land treatments. There would be segments of
riparian habitat where current grazing practices would
be adjusted to achieve the riparian standard.

Under this alternative, 428 permittees could be affected.
Smaller ranching operations that have to make
modifications in use or management would be affected
more than larger ranching operations because smaller
ranchers have fewer resources and flexibility.

Permittees most affected by the guidelines would be
those with small one-pasture allotments where it may be
necessary to defer grazing during critical periods of
plant growth or regrowth. Asaresult, the permittee
may be burdened financially by having to lease private
pasture, improve the private lands, add fencing to create
an additional pasture or partner with another allotment.
There are also the additional costs associated with the
handling of livestock for gathering and transporting.

WILD HORSES

Impacts ON the Socorro wild horse herd from the
implementation of the Proposed Action would be similar
to the No Action Alternative, with the exception that the
Socorro RMP decisions would be in conformance with
the standard for rangeland health. Based on monitoring
data, the areaisin fair to good condition with a static
trend and meets the standard. The existing resource
condition would improve as in the No Action
Alternative as long as the appropriate management level
of 50 head is maintained and balanced with livestock
grazing and other uses.

Impacts on the Farmington herd would be similar to the
No Action Alternative.

WILDLIFE

Implementing the proposed standards and guidelines
under the Proposed Action would benefit wildlife in the
short and long term in both upland and riparian areas.
The improvement of riparian habitats currently
functioning at risk with a downward trend would benefit
wildlife, since these areas are the most diverse and

productive areas. The construction of livestock
management facilities outside of the riparian/wetland
areawould protect and improve riparian and wildlife
habitats. Over the long term, standards and guidelines
would help ensure that site-specific, aswell as
landscape-level habitat needs are considered when
developing AMPs. The proposed standards and
guidelines would alow for adlight increase in actua
AUMs over the long term, but would consider and
protect critical wildlife resources. Livestock would be
used as a management tool to help restore and maintain
sustainable habitats, increase biological diversity and
vegetative productivity, and promote proper functioning
uplands and riparian areas.

The field offices have identified oil and gas leasing
development and rehabilitation, Rights-of-ways and off-
highway vehicle and other uses as other causes for not
meeting the biotic standards. These activities and
associated decisions would not be resolved under the
proposed grazing guidelines, but RMP decisions would
be commensurate with public health standards, thereby
ensuring wildlife management issues and concerns
would be recognized and evaluated to maintain and
protect wildlife habitat.

36 - New Mexico and Arizona Plateaus and
M esas

Long-term benefits to big game would occur under the
Proposed Action by utilizing restrictive guidelines on
livestock grazing, and improving upland habitat
currently in poor condition or not meeting the standard
due to grazing practices. Mule deer and elk are the
primary big game species benefitting from these actions.
There would he an increase in the deer population
through improving the quality and quantity of browse on
upland sites, and creating new fawning areas. Predation
can reduce fawn survival in nutritionally healthy deer
populations. Elk are currently increasing in numbers,
but would be controlled by the NMGF.

The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer,
and furbearers) due to the proposed emphasis on
riparian management. However, due to other limiting
factors (drought) and hunting regulations, no
measurable increase in populations are expected.
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Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
can potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, degrading big game habitat and increasing wildlife
harassment and displacement. Under this aternative
and associated standards for erosion and wildlife habitat,
road closures would be implemented.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term more
rapidly from land treatments and proper grazing
practices, resulting in benefits for most upland wildlife
species. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

37 - San Juan River Valley Mesas and
Plateaus

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
Proposed Action by utilizing restrictive guidelines on
livestock grazing, and improving upland habitat
currently in poor condition or not meeting the standards
due to grazing practices.

The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (deer,
furbearers, etc.) due to the emphasis on riparian
management. However, due to the small percentage of
riparian habitat located on public land and other
limiting factors that affect big game populations, no
measurable increase in populations are expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
could potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in degradation of big game habitat and
increasing wildlife harassment and displacement.

Under this alternative and associated standards for
erosion and wildlife habitat, road closures would be
implemented.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term due to
land treatments and proper grazing practices, resulting
in benefits for most upland wildlife species. The
continued construction of water developments would
favor upland game bird species.

Special management for raptor nesting areas would
continue. Small changesin the overall landscape while
still protecting nests sites would increase the prey base
for raptors.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

39 - Arizona and New M exico
M ountains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. Under this alternative, there are several areas
where the standards and guidelines would improve
wildlife habitat. Upland improvement projects along
with controlled grazing would improve wildlife habitat
for big game species over the long term. The
southwestern part of the state has numerous natural fire
occurrences. These natural events can be beneficial to
resident elk herds by creating open meadow areas and
increasing the amount of forage.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, resulting
in a benefit for most upland and nongame wildlife
Species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.
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41 - Southeastern Arizona Basin and Range

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
Upland habitat would be improved under the Proposed
Action, resulting in improving Coues whitetail deer
habitat in the Southwestern corner of New Mexico.

42 - Southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and
M ountains

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from this
alternative by utilizing restrictive guidelines on livestock
grazing, and improving upland habitat currently in poor
condition or not meeting the standards due to grazing
practices.

The Proposed Action would rectify historic land use
practices that have caused problems such as the
dewatering of streams and springs and altering or
displacing big game species. Implementation of proper
grazing practices, vegetative land treatments, increased
water developments, and cooperative management
efforts would have long-term benefits to big game
habitat. Natural events (fire, flooding, etc.) that create a
mosaic within the landscape and diversify the plant
community would aso benefit wildlife.

There would be a dlight increase in the deer population
through improving the quality and quantity of browse on
upland sites, and creating new fawning areas.

Pronghorn antelope populations are expected to increase
over the long term due to improved habitat conditions
and transplants. Habitat conditions would improve over
the long term due to improved ecological conditions and
movement patterns. Antelope transplants would be
expected to continue in cooperation with the NMDGF
and other land owners.

Competition for food and space between mule deer and
the Iranian ibex would continue under this alternative.
Oryx would continue to move off the White Sands
Missile Range and may potentially displace mule deer
and antelope because of their size and aggressive
behavioral patterns.

The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer,
and furbearers) due to emphasis on riparian
management. However, because of the small percentage
of riparian habitat |ocated on public land and other

limiting factors that affect big game populations, no
change in populations can be expected.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve in the short term
and fully recover in the long term, from land treatments
and proper grazing practices, resulting in a benefit for
scaled quail, Gambel's quail, and dove populations. The
continued construction of water developments would
benefit upland game bird species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

48 - Southern Rocky M ountains

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
Upland habitat would improve under the Proposed
Action, resulting in improvement of some wildlife
habitat within the MLRA.

51 - High Intermountain Valleys

Big Game

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
Proposed Action by utilizing restrictive guidelines on
livestock grazing, and improving upland habitat
currently in poor condition or not meeting the biotic
standard due to grazing practices. Rocky Mountain elk
would continue to be a key wildlife species within the
Taos field office. Critical winter range would be
improved through implementation of the proposed
standards and guidelines.

Upland game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, benefitting
scaled quail, mourning dove, Merriam's turkey, and
numerous raptors and migratory bird populations. The
continued construction of water developments would
benefit upland game bird species.
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Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

70 - Pecos/Canadian Plains and Valleys

Big Game

Short- and long-term benefits to big game would result
from the Proposed Action through utilizing restrictive
guidelines on livestock grazing, and improving upland
habitat currently in poor condition or not meeting the
biotic standard due to grazing practices.
Implementation of guidelines that identify proper
grazing practices, vegetative land treatments, and water
developments would improve wildlife habitat for big
game species over the long term. Natural events (fire,
flooding etc.) that create a mosaic within the landscape
and diversify the plant community would also benefit
wildlife. There would be a slight increase in the deer
population through improving the quality and quantity
of browse on upland sites, and creating new fawning
areas. Pronghorn antelope populations are expected to
increase over the long term due to improved habitat
conditions and transplants. Habitat conditions would
improve over the long term due to improved ecological
conditions and movement patterns. Antelope
transplants would be expected to continue in cooperation
with the NMDGF and land owners.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, benefitting
scaled and bobwhite quail, mourning dove and
numerous raptors, and migratory bird populations. The
continued construction of water developments would
benefit upland game bird species.

With the current regional emphasis on the decline of
lesser prairie chicken populations, the Proposed Action
would have short and long term benefits on
approximately 24,000 acres of prairie chicken habitat
that would address special habitat requirements.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public-land
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

77 - Southern High Plains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA; however, the Proposed Action would improve
wildlife habitat by establishing livestock management
guidelines that would be compatible with wildlife
resources.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, benefitting
most upland and nongame wildlife species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for waterfowl would generally changein
response to the changes in overall riparian and aguatic
habitats. Public land-resident fisheries habitat over the
long term would be improved.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Under the Proposed Action, the focus of management
and application of grazing guidelines would occur on
land not meeting the biotic standard, and public land not
meeting the upland standard, due to current grazing
practices. It is more efficient to manage an entire
pasture than to manage a small portion of a pasture.
Managing the smaller portion would likely incur large
costs for fencing, establishment of water sources, and
other management facilities. These areas are contained
primarily within the desert biome of MLRASs 36, 37 and
42 and the grassland biome of MLRA 70. There would
be benefits to a portion of the 95 species occurring in the
improved areas of the desert and grassland biomes
managed under this alternative. This aternative would
project threatened and endangered
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species by making sure that the approximately 4,285,000
acresin areas of late-seral and PNC ecological status not
declinein ecological condition. These areas, in many
cases, provide suitable habitat to support special status
species with late-seral habitat requirements.

The greatest benefits to special status species resulting
from this alternative would be the improvement of
riparian conditions on 16 riparian segments in the short
term and 52 riparian segments in the long term. Many
of the 76 special status species associated with public
land riparian areas and their aquatic systems would
benefit from improvements in riparian condition under
this alternative.

Areas past the threshold of improvement have lost the
capability to recover toward PNC within the long term
of this analysis, even in the absence of grazing. 1n some
cases, the PNC has shifted toward a different
community. Even with chemical or mechanical
manipulation, these areas may never reestablish a
community like the lost native community. Thisis due
to the change in ecosystem functionality occurring with
the combined impacts of soil loss and vegetative
community shiftsassociated with major disruptions
caused by past land use practices and climatic change.
Examples of these are former desert grasslands which
are now mesquite sand dunes and creosote bush/desert
pavement communities of the Chihuahuan Desert
MLRA 42. Special status species that formerly used
these areas would have differing abilities to recolonize
these habitats as the relative condition improves with
subsequent management. Some species, such as obligate
grassland species like Baird's sparrow, may never be
able to return to former habitats. Other areas, such as
the shinnery oak/dunes areas of MLRAs 42, and 70
retain a profound capability to return to previous
grassland dominance, and the ability to support
grassland species, such as the lesser prairie chicken.

RECREATION

Recreational visitor use would continue to increase,
particularly in areas where urban visitors recreate.
Developed recreation sites would be especially subject to
increased use. The recreational use levels on a statewide
basis are not expected to be impacted by the standards or
the livestock grazing guidelines. The Proposed Action
would provide for increased management of off-highway
vehicle use on 4,600 acresin MLRA 36 and 7,300 acres
in MLRA 42. Although these areas may be important to

off-highway vehicle visitors frequenting them, on a
statewide basis they represent a small percent of the total
public land acreage.

Increased recreation supervision would occur on 10,600
acresin MLRA 36, 500 acresin MLRA 37, and 400
acresin MLRA 42, where recreational activities are
keeping the area from meeting the upland standard.

Considering that there may be overlap on many of the
acres identified as having recreation conflicts with the
standards, the additional restrictions would occur on less
than 11,100 acres-a minor impact to the recreational use
of the public lands on a statewide basis.

It is expected that the present conflict between livestock
use and the developed recreational area at the Wild
Rivers Recreation Areawould be resolved over the next
fiveyears. Asadditional recreational sites are
developed, livestock are expected to be excluded.

The BLM would be expected to resolve livestock grazing
conflicts on riparian areas. In the long term, an
additional 52 riparian segments are expected to improve
in condition, improving quality of visits for
recreationalists on the public lands.

Not all of the acres are failing to meet the standards due
to livestock grazing. However, many acres are expected
to have an improved quality of visits for recreationists
due to the improved native vegetation and animal
communities.

WILDERNESS

Where sites not meeting the standard are included in
WASs or WSASs, they would be expected to be a high
priority for improved management. The review of WAS
and WSAs to determine if they meet the standards
should help determine what management changes could
be needed.

However, in WAs and WSAS, the Wilderness Act and
BLM management guidelines for these areas would limit
some of the tools available for management. For
example, the range improvements that are normally
applied to support improved livestock grazing
management and land treatment techniques may not be
permitted in WAs and WSAs. However, if the WAs and
WSAs meet the standards, there would be no impact
wilderness values.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Under the Proposed Action damage to or loss of
archaeological sitesin both upland and riparian areas
due to erosion would be reduced, commensurate with
reductionsin erosion. Location of future livestock
facilities away from riparian-wetland areas may reduce
future damage to archaeological sites, often concentrated
in these areas; however, facilities already located near
these areas would continue to contribute to
archaeological site damage.

PALEONTOLOGY

Under the Proposed Action damage to or loss of
paleontological sitesin both upland and riparian areas
due to erosion would be reduced, commensurate with
reductionsin erosion.

REALTY/LAND USE

Local areas are impacted by land and realty activities
creating both short- and long-term surface disturbances
by reducing vegetative cover and forage, increasing
erosion or sediment load, degrading wildlife habitat, and
increasing the potential for the introduction or spread of
noxious weeds. Stipulations, if complied with and
successful, would mitigate impacts on alocal basis by
reducing soil erosion and sediment load, restoring
ground cover, restoring diversity of plant species,
protecting threatened and endangered or special status
species and their habitats, minimizing the introduction
or spread of noxious weeds, and protecting important
cultural or historic resources. The impacts associated
with land and realty surface disturbing activities would
continue under the Proposed Action.

The implementation of standards and guidelines under
this aternative may require closer scrutiny of future
surface-disturbing activities. This may require
additional field checksin areas that have been identified
as not meeting standards. Projectsin areas not meeting
the standards would be monitored as needed to ensure
compliance with stipulations, especially those including
reclamation and rehabilitation. In areas where
reclamation efforts have been determined to be
unsuccessful, coordination with BLM, authorized users,
and allottees may be necessary to determine the cause
and identify remedies for the failed reclamation and
rehabilitation.

Additional work may be needed to bring disturbed areas
up to prescribed standards, which could increase the
companies costs on individual projectsif they are
reguired to implement new or additional mitigation
measures on future projects. Allottees may have to move
livestock to other pastures or adjust AUMS or seasons of
useif it is determined that grazing needs to be deferred
in adisturbed area to allow ample time for plant
regrowth. These changes would be determined by BLM
on a case-by-case basis in coordination with the allottee.

If the Proposed Action standards were adopted,
emphasis would be placed on reseeding disturbed areas
with native plant species. Currently, reseeding is
reguired on disturbed areas, but standard seed mixtures
established locally by BLM offices are used. Current
seed mixtures are not limited to native species but do
include species that can provide plant cover, stabilize the
soils, provide desired forage for wildlife, are suitable to
soil and climate conditions, and are readily available.
The companies cost of reclaiming a disturbed area may
increase if native seed sources are required. Costs also
would be affected by the availability of seed.

If the standards and guidelines go into effect, it is
anticipated that the BLM, in some areas of the state,
would receive increased applications for land exchanges
or sales. However, due to the length of time it takesto
complete land ownership adjustments, it is not expected
that the number of exchanges or sales completed each
year would greatly increase from the number currently
processed. Any public lands disposed of through
exchange or sale would no longer be managed by the
BLM and therefore would not be subject to the standards
and guidelines. Work is expected to continue on
acquiring easements and upgrading or closing existing
roads as identified through the land use planning
process, (e.g., the existing RMPs).

MINERAL RESOURCES

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not affect
the availability of mineral resources. Under this
alternative, BLM would not amend mineral resource
decisionsin the existing land use plans. The existing
statutes and regulations under which federal mineral
resources are developed place legal or regulatory
constraints on the application of public land health
standards. Because arelatively high environmental
standard aready applies to mineral resource
development, the application of the proposed standards
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should have no additional effects on most mineral
operations. Impacts would occur if more restrictive
conditions for use and rehabilitation of disturbed areas
are applied as part of use authorizations or permits. The
potential impacts of these variations are discussed

below.

Salable Minerals (Mineral Materials)

Application of the proposed standards would not change
the way existing mineral material sites are used and
developed. However, depending on the condition of the
land relative to a proposed standard, an Authorized
Officer might deny the use of new sites. Because no
areas would be closed to this type of mineral entry, any
denia of new development would have to be justified on
a permit by-permit basis; therefore, it is not possible to
locate or quantify the extent of thisimpact. Because the
regulatory discretion to deny mineral material disposal
for environmental reasons currently exists, the future
implementation of proposed standards should not cause
more denials than without the standards.

L ocatable Minerals

The application of public land health standards would be
limited and constrained by the Mining Law of 1872 and
the regulations in 43 CFR Part 3809. The standards
may supply additional criteriafor developing larger
mines. There are few operations of this type on public
land in New Mexico. As stated under the No Action
Alternative, these operations are currently subject to
federal environmental degradation standards and strict
standards of the State Mining Law. Therefore,
development of mining claims would not be held to
higher standards, and the application of the proposed
standards would not make the operations more or less
profitable.

The "small miner" operations are subject to an
unnecessary and undue degradation standard the same
aslarger permitted mines. This standard implies that
"necessary and due" degradation is allowed to continue.
Unnecessary and undue determinations by BLM are
based on proficient operations of a similar character,
effects on other resources and land uses, and proposed
mitigation and reclamation measures. Aslong asa
miner is not creating unnecessary and undue
degradation, and BLM does not change the regulatory
meaning, the public land health standards would have
no impact on their operations.

Leasable Minerals

Leasing decisions would not change; therefore, the
implementation of public land health standards would
not affect the leasing of mineral resources. Lease
applications and expressions of interest in alease would
not be turned down or otherwise be impacted by the
proposed standards. The BLM is not proposing to close
any additional acreage to leasing, and is not proposing
to change existing land use decisions by increasing the
amount of acreage where leases would be issued with a
no-surface occupancy stipulation. Lease rights and the
right to access the minerals would not be affected. The
proposed standards would not cause additional impacts
on current permit holders. Additional no surface-
occupancy conditions could not be imposed by BLM on
existing |eases without negotiating such a change in the
lease instrument with the |essee.

There could be potential impacts in those situations
where BLM has the discretion to impose seasonal
restrictions (or delay), or to vary the specific location of
asite. Theseimpacts are germane to the oil and gas
program where BLM may relocate proposed well sites
up to 200 meters and restrict drilling operations up to 60
days per year without affecting lease rights. This
discretion already exists, and could become more
frequent as BLM takes action to improve public land
health. The potential impacts would be caused by
delays, increased cost of access, and disruption of
development plans. Based on lease rights and the
existing environmental standards which are applied to
leasable mineral operations, the proposed standards
should not cause additional permit denials. It would not
be necessary to deny lease permits based on a standard
because standards already exist to mitigate impacts
caused by leasable mineral development. Leasable
mineral development would not be subject to new or
higher standards than those which currently exist.

The potentia impacts to mineral development would
relate to timing and the exact location of a site, and
could vary reclamation procedures from those in current
use. This, inand of itself, would not affect the ultimate
production of recoverable mineral reserves. There
would be no discernible change in mineral resource
production due to implementation of the public land
health standards. There would be no change in the
amount of acreage made available for mineral
development, and no discernible effect on revenue
generated by mineral commodity sales.
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NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL
|SSUES

Native American concerns would continue to be
protected under the law as stated in Chapter 3.
Emphasis on the use of native plant species and
improved habitat would ensure continued or enhanced
availability of plant and animal species traditionally
used by Native Americans, to the extent that these
measures are effective.

ECONOMIC

The analysisin this section refers to the state of New
Mexico in terms of economic impact; however, the
impacts will be most imposing upon counties with
greater than 10% BLM land ownership. Counties with
greater than 10% BLM land include 17 counties (Table
3.1), thisis over one half of the counties within New
Mexico. The primary endogenous sectors associated
with BLM lands include oil, gas, and agriculture. Of
these sectors, agriculture has proven through time to be
the most stable (Figure 4.3). This sector is comprised
primarily of individuals and families with sufficient
diversity to have enterprises broad enough to capture a
favorable market price for one or several agriculture
commodities. Whereas, oil and gas sectors are, on the
majority, large corporations concentrated in asingle
commodity. Both sectors are dependent upon a natural
resource, but the families in agriculture have an
investment that forces them to ride out the price cycles,
rather than idling livestock, equipment, and land during
the trough portions of the price cycle. Therefore,
economic impacts from implementing guidelines
associated with grazing standards on BLM land, are
essentially imposed upon the stable portion of New
Mexico's rural counties, which comprise more than half
of the state’ s counties.

Theinitial (first year) total economic impacts to the state
of New Mexico economy were negative regardless of the
alternative, assumptions, and options. The major
difference between the assumption that all ranches
stayed in business and 22% of them converted to real
estate was the loss of 22% of the AUMs from the
economy. Also, the assumption that 20% of the AUMs
would be removed from allotments, that did not meet the
standard, had a greater negative impact than the no
AUM reduction option, because of the loss of the value
of production from the reduced AUM’ s in addition to
the operational adjustments the allottee was forced to

make. In the case where the BLM provided 100% and
50% of the funding for the improvements the economic
impacts were identical, because the BLM provided
funding for the materials in both cases. Under the
option of the rancher funding 100% of the
improvements necessary to meet the standards; title to
structural range improvements authorized by a
Cooperative Agreement for Range |mprovements would
be shared by the United States and cooperatorsin
proportion to the actual amount of there respective
contributions to the initial construction to provide the
rancher the necessary incentive to install the specific
improvements. Title to no structural range
improvement(s) authorized by Cooperative Agreement
would be in the United States.

Under RAC alternative and the scenario that all ranches
stayed in business, the least economic impact was when
there were no AUM reductions. Theinitial loss of
economic activity (Table 4.1a, Table 4.1b) was $4
million of which approximately $1 million of the loss
was in personal income. Aninitia loss of 25.73 FTEs
was also estimated under this alternative. As compared
to the $19.8 million loss when 20% of AUMs were
reduced and 22% of the ranches converted to real estate.
These impacts were for asingle year and were
aggregated over a seven year period to quantify the
cumulative impacts to year seven.

Y ear 10 cumulative impacts included an authorization of
additional AUMs, which allowed the ranch unit to
restock any AUMs that were reduced plus 1/3 of the
AUMs toward preference. The analysis revealed that it
required a minimum of 10 years after the initia
reductions to yield a positive return in employment
when al of the ranches stayed in business. The
minimum impacts after 10 years occurred when none of
the ranches converted to real estate, no AUMSs reduced,
and the ranch financed the improvements. The greatest
economic loss occurred when there was a 20% reduction
in AUMs and BLM financing of improvements under
the scenario of 22% of ranches not meeting standard and
converting to real estate.

After the tenth year of implementation of the
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Table 4.1a: RAC Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock- no ranches converting to real estate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity (4,133,000) (4,126,000) (11,533,000) (11,523,000)
Personal Income (827,000) (1,050,000) (1,979,000) (2,229,000)
Employment (27.66) (25.73) (105.28) (101.69)
Year 14 RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity

(21,141,000) (20,097,000)

(24,179,000) (24,081,000)

Personal Income (5,559,000) (7,635,000) (6,349,000) (8,849,000)
Employment .80 2.73 7.82 11.41
Year 21 RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

21,275,000 22,319,000
357,000 (1,800,000)
54.84 56.77

74,520,000 74,617,000
8,388,000 5,888,000
61.86 65.45

Table 4.1b: RAC Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock ranches w/22% converting to real es

ate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Economic Activity (14,104,000) (14,098,000) (19,840,000) (19,834,000)
Personal Income (2,312,000) (2,485,000) (3,205,000) (3,401,000)
Employment (131.00) (128.50) (190.01) (187.24)
Year 14 RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

(114,402,000)
(18,954,000) (20,691,000)
(92.21) (89.71)

(114,345,000)

(131,511,000)
(21,872,000)
(104.29)

(131,442,000)
(23,827,000)
(101.52)

Year 21
Capital Outlay

RAC, No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

RAC, 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

(57,988,000) (57,931,000)
(9,944,000) (11,744,000)
(16.79) (14.29)

(46,285,000) (46,216,000)
(8,335,000) (10,290,000)
(28.87) (26.10)
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guidelines, the negative impacts due to implementation
of improvements lessened to only maintenance and
repairs under the RAC alternative. The year to year
economic impacts changed from all negative to positive
impacts in FTEs, but personal income continued to
decline, because the range livestock sector expenditures
were dtill larger than the baseline due to repairs and
maintenance which more than offset the increase to the
wholesale sector.

In year 14 under the RAC alternative, it was assumed
another 1/3 of preference AUMs were authorized on the
BLM permits/leases that had previously not met the
standard. This continued the positive trend in
economic impacts. Minimum impacts (Table 4.14)
occurred when there were no reduction of AUMs and
the rancher funded 100% of the improvements. These
impacts included: losses of $20 million in economic
activity, losses of almost $7.6 million in personal
income, and again of 2.7 FTEs. The greatest economic
loss occurred when 22% of the ranches converted to

real estate and there was a 20% reduction of AUMs and
the BLM funded the cost of improvements (Table 4.1b).
These impacts included: aloss of amost $131.5 million
in economic activity, aloss of $21.8 million in personal
income, and aloss of 104 FTEs.

Year 21 wasthe final year of analysis; it was assumed
that the allotment should have achieved an ecological
condition surpassing the standards and the allotment
would be operated with full preference AUMs. The
economic impacts varied widely dependant upon the
assumptions, and options analyzed. It was recognized
that the actual impacts would be in the range between
the minimum and maximum economic impacts
estimated, since there would be awide variety of
allotment conditions, improvement construction,
financing of the improvements, and rancher reactions.
Therefore, it was believed that the economic impacts
would actually be in arange for this alternative (Tables
4.1aand 4.1b). Animportant assumption in the
analysis was that allotments not meeting the standard
would be operated at preference AUMSs at the end of 21
years, without this assumption all impacts would be
negative.

Under the RAC aternative the range for economic
activity was between aloss of almost $58 and a gain of
$74.6 million. Personal income varied from aloss of
almost $12 to again of $8 million. The range for jobs
were expected to vary from aloss of 29 FTEsand a
gain 66 FTEs.

HUMAN DIMENSION

Financial, Social and Cultural | mpact
Analyses

The RAC Alternative has four standards, one of which
is Human Dimension. The Human Dimension standard
ison equal footing with the three physical and
biological standards.

Financial

Based on the Central Mountain analysis, the public
land ranches not meeting the standards, have a heavy
dependency on public lands and are highly leveraged
will be most effected by the BLM management changes.
With additional required constraints through guideline
implementation, these ranchers may not be able to
sustain their ranch operations into the next year. With
the reduced ranch operations, the affected rancher will
be less able to meet their overhead expenses, especially
given their increased costs of improvements and
maintenance.

Faced with short term financial loss from the RAC
alternative, the rancher’ s options to reduce substantial
financial risk are:

« find additional off ranch income

» find private land to rent for livestock, if available
» largeranches could sell off their assets

*  acquire other government lands to use, if available
» reduce size of operations

» sell their land and water rights (liquidate)

Financial Threshold Analysis

The financial threshold analysis for the Central
Mountain Region shows that, based on the 10 year
average, that the extra-small ranch not meeting the
standard would no longer meet the Financial Threshold
for Production; therefore, grazing on the BLM permit
portion would not be financially viable, at least for the
short-term. The small, medium, and large ranches not
meeting the standard could still meet the Financial
Threshold for Production, but at a much reduced level
(losses of gross margin of 80%, 34%, and 22%
respectively), and none of these ranches not meeting the
standard would be able to meet the Financial Threshold
for Profitability. See Appendix D.
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As aresult of management changes under this
alternative, al financial activity would cease from
affected BLM permits on extra-small, small, and
medium ranches not meeting the standard. The affected
large ranches could continue financial activity
associated with the BLM permit, assuming there are no
reductionsin AUMSs, and the rancher is not forced to
bear the costs of improvements.

In the short term, this alternative will be less adverse
financially to the affected ranchers than the Fallback
Alternative, but more adverse than the County
Alternative. In addition, financial impacts to the
individual rancher, local governments and agencies
would potentially lose taxes and fees from reduced
number of livestock, private property and
improvements.

In the long term, the potential exists for affected
ranches to be financially improved the most under this
Alternative.

Social

Increased operational costs, such as removal of
livestock from BLM lands, extra stress of relocating the
cattle, finding available pastures and associated costs,
would be an increased burden to the family ranch in the
short term. The extra stress from ranch operations and
the need to find another job or face increased poverty
would increase family strife, as documented in
empirical studies (Blehar, 1979, Fagin and Little, 1984,
Borrero, 1980, Larson, 1984, Brenner, 1975). Rural
communities in New Mexico may experience additional
socia disruption.

Loss of social mohility, erosion of the agrarian way of
life, and out-migration would lead to reduced family
spending and secondary effects on businesses,
infrastructure and schools.

Cultural

This aternative could have adverse impacts on ranches
with public lands not meeting the standard. Most
public land ranches in New Mexico are family run
businesses. The effect of one person losing his or her
connection to the land ripples throughout the
communities. The communities of the arid southwest
are made up of people who share beliefs and values
which are, if not embodied by, closaly linked to the

culture of ranching. Asthe individuals who ranch
leave their lands because of increased economic
pressures and/or the demand for changing uses, the
values of the communities as awhole begin to unravel
in the descent toward aless centered, less self-reliant,
and more homogenous monaoculture.

The financia and social impacts could have adverse
effects on ranch traditions, heritage, attitudes, beliefs
and values. The culture of ranching depends on the
interaction of the ranchers lives with the land and
livestock. Any one of these components taken away
dismantles the entire weave. To protect the
irreplaceable cultures, the weave of people and land
must remain intact in those traditional forms of
interaction. Cultural values of self sufficiency, hard
work, and other traits, such as community cohesion,
collaboration and leadership associated with agrarian
communities, could be altered. As discussed in chapter
three, the sense of place with its association with a
sense of well-being and community stability would be
further eroded for some of the ranching communities.

In summary, the potential for adverse financial, socia
and cultural impacts from the RAC Alternative on
ranches and rural New Mexico isin the short term less
adverse than the Fallback Alternative. However, for the
long term, the communities and ranching operations
may be more stable and in better condition financialy,
socialy and culturally under the RAC Alternative when
compared to the Fallback or County Alternatives.
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COUNTY ALTERNATIVE
VEGETATION

Upland Vegetation

Under the County Alternative the focus of management
and the application of grazing guidelines would occur on
public lands that do not meet the standard due to grazing.
Changes in management would include fencing and
chemical treatments as well as possible deferment on
areas not meeting the standard. In the short term, little
improvement would be expected. However, in thelong
term, measurable improvement in vegetative cover and
composition would be expected due to grazing
management practices. Additionally, vegetation would
be enhanced through the use of mechanical and chemical
manipulations in both the short and long term. These
improvements would occur mostly within the desert and
woodland biomesin MLRAS 36, 42, and 70.

Riparian Vegetation

Under the County Alternative, riparian communities and
vegetation on 112 riparian segments, which are classified
as non-functional and functional at risk with a downward
trend or where the trend is not apparent (stable), would
not meet the standards. These areas are affected, at least
in part, by grazing activities. Management effortsin the
short term would improve 13 segments. Of this total, six
segments would improve to proper functioning condition.
In the long term, 26 areas would improve to proper
functioning condition. Improvement of other areas
would be limited by the fragmented distribution of BLM
riparian areas and the lack of coordinated watershed
management efforts.

SOILS

With intense management under this alternative, there
would be a continued slow improvement over the long
term in upland soil conditions where soils are more
productive, such as Mallisols, Alfisols, and moderately
fine textured Entisols. On poorer sites, and with less
intensive management, there would be little or no change
over the long term in the health of the upland soils except
in response to drought or additional moisture conditions.
No changes are expected for either case over the short
term. There would be slightly more overall improvement
than the No Action Alternative due to implementation of
grazing management guidelines.

Over half of the uplands not meeting the standard for this
alternative are in MLRA 42; however, the soil response
to management in this MLRA would be Slow. More
profound response would come from the better sites such
asthosein MLRAS 36 (northern part); 39, 41, 48A, 70
(northern part); and the gently sloping uplands of MLRA
77. These expected gains could actually be slower or less
than those described for the No Action Alternative if the
human cultural and economic dimensions of this
alternative are given equal or greater weight than
achieving overall public land health.

WATER

In the long term, continued implementation of BMPs to
reduce NPS pollution and riparian area management
would promote reductions in erosion and sediment
production from public lands and slowly improve water
quality. There would be less sediment, nutrients, salts,
and biological contaminantsin the water. However,
under this aternative, the improvement in water quality
from public lands would be balanced with human
dimension aspects. The cycle of apparent arroyo filling
is expected to continue, which would support riparian
restoration, in turn improving water quality by acting as
afilter for many pollutants.

While water quality affected by public land uses might
improve, it is not expected that any of the water-quality
limited stream reaches identified by the state would
improve enough to meet state standards solely from this
action. The impacts on those water quality-limited
stream reaches from non-public land uses and sources of
pollutants would also have to be reduced to help meet
state standards.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

Under the County Alternative, livestock use levels are
expected to remain approximately at the seven-year
average over the short term, similar to the No Action
Alternative. Adjustmentsin livestock numbers are
expected to be upward on some allotments and downward
on others. Adjustments are not expected to be large,
either upward or downward because in general, current
permits and leases are consistent with grazing capacities
established through BLMS' rangeland monitoring
program. Statewide, AUM adjustments are expected to
balance out over the long term. However, fluctuation in
use levels can be expected due to a variety of factor, such
as wesather conditions and the price of livestock. The
long term AUM projection statewide is expected to be
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around preference, which is 1,968,341 AUMs.

Implementing the guidelines in the County Alternative
would be similar to BLM’ S current managment under the
No Action Alternative. The livestock management
practices may include rest or deferment, adjusting
livestock numbers, changing seasons of use, modifying or
developing range improvements, and vegetative land
treatments. There would be segments of riparian habitat
where current grazing practices would be adjusted to
achieve riparian standards. In the short term, functional
condition on 13 riparian segments would be expected to
improve. In thelong term, improvement in functional
condition would be expected on 26 segments. Vegetation
and litter in the riparian zone should respond and
increase on the segments improved. Theincreasein
canopy cover and litter should decrease the runoff and
sediment, and improve the water quality.

Under this alternative, 287 permittees could be affected.
On the majority of the larger allotments, modifications in
use will have only minor impact on ranching operations,
however, smaller operations may be affected more.
Permittees most affected by the guidelines would be those
with small one-pasture allotments where it may be
necessary to defer grazing during critical periods of plant
growth or regrowth. Asaresult, the permittee may be
burdened financially by having to lease private pasture,
improve private lands, add fencing to create an additional
pasture, or partner with another allotment. There are
also the additional costs associated with the handling of
livestock for gathering and transporting.

WILD HORSES

Impacts on the Socorro wild horse herd from the
implementation of the County Alternative would be
similar to the No Action Alternative, with the exception
that the RMP decision would be in conformance with the
standard for rangeland health. Based on monitoring
data, the areaisin fair to good condition with a static
trend and meets the standard. The existing resource
condition would improve as in the No Action Alternative,
aslong asthe AML of 50 is maintained and balanced
with livestock grazing and other uses.

Impacts on the Farmington wild horse herd would be the
same as under the No Action Alternative.

WILDLIFE

Implementing the County Alternative standards and
guidelines would benefit wildlife in the short and long
term in both upland and riparian areas by applying
grazing guidelines. The improvement of riparian
habitats currently functioning at risk with a downward
trend would benefit wildlife, since these areas are the
most diverse and productive areas.

The County Alternative would seek a balance between
biological resources and human dimension concerns.
The BLM would work cooperatively with the Department
of Game and Fish to address wildlife population
increases to assure no resource change or damage
acquires and that existing uses of resources are protected.

While wildlife would be considered on the allotment
level it does not provide for areview at the landscape
level when developing AMPs.

36 - New Mexico and Arizona Plateaus and
M esas

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
County Alternative when compared to the existing
situation because it would improve upland habitat
currently in poor condition or that is not meeting the
standard due to grazing practices. However because this
alternative utilizes less restrictive guidelines on livestock
grazing than the Proposed Action it would not be as
beneficial to upland habitat. Mule deer and elk are the
primary big game species benefitting from these actions.
There would be an increase in the deer population
resulting from improving the quality and quantity of
browse on upland sites, and creating new fawning aress.
Elk are currently increasing in numbers. Under the
County aternative the elk numbers and potential
increases in elk would be balanced with human
dimension needs. The BLM would work cooperatively
with the NMDGF to address wildlife populations so that
no resource damage would occur and grazing preference
could be achieved.

The quality of habitat would improve (but to alesser
degree than the Proposed Action over the long term for
riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer, and
furbearers). However, due to other limiting factors
(drought) and hunting regulations, no measurable
increase in popul ations would be expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
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vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
could potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in the degradation of big game habitat and
increased wildlife harassment and displacement. Under
the County Alternative and associated standards for
erosion and wildlife habitat, road closures would
continue.

Upland game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from land
treatments and proper grazing practices on the acres that
are not meeting the standards, resulting in a benefit for
most upland wildlife species. The continued construction
of water developments would favor upland game bird
Species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall
riparian and aquatic habitats. Over the long term, public
land-resident fisheries habitat would be improved.

37 - San Juan River Valley Mesas and
Plateaus

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
County Alternative when compared to the existing
situation because it would improve upland habitat
currently in poor condition or not meeting the standards
due to grazing practices. However, because this
alternative utilizes less restrictive guidelines on livestock
grazing than the Proposed Action it would not be as
beneficial to upland habitat.

The quality of habitat would improve but to alesser
degree than the Proposed Action over the long term for
riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer, and
furbearers). However, due to other limiting factors
(drought) and hunting regulations, no increasesin
populations would be expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
could potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in degradation of big game habitat and the
increase of wildlife harassment and displacement. Under
the County Alternative and associated standards for

erosion and wildlife habitat, road closures would be
continue.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term on the
acres that are not meeting the standard from land
treatments and proper grazing practices, resultingin a
benefit for most upland wildlife species. The continued
construction of water developments would favor upland
game bird species.

Waterfowl/Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall

riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land resident
fisheries habitat over the long term would be improved.

39 - Arizona and New M exico M ountains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. Under the County Alternative, there are several
areas where the standards and guidelines would improve
wildlife habitat. Upland improvement projects, along
with controlled grazing, would improve wildlife habitat
for big game species over the long term. The
southwestern part of the state has a very active fire
season. These natural events can be beneficial to resident
elk herds by creating open meadow areas and increasing
the amount of forage.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long-term from land
treatments and guidelines for grazing practices, resulting
in a benefit for most upland and nongame wildlife
Species.

Waterfowl/Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall

riparian and aquatic habitats. Public-land resident
fisheries habitat would be improved over the long term.

41 - Southeastern Arizona Basin and Range

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
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Upland habitat would be improved under the County
Alternative, thereby improving Coues whitetail deer
habitat in the southwestern corner of New Mexico.

42 - Southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and
M ountains

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
County Alternative by utilizing guidelines on livestock
grazing, and improving upland habitat currently in poor
condition or not meeting county standards due to grazing
practices. Management of wildlife resources and
objectives would be balanced with established RMP
livestock forage allocations.

The County Alternative would help rectify historic land
use practices that have caused problems such as the
dewatering of streams and springs and altered or
displaced big game species. Implementation of grazing
guidelines, vegetative land treatments, increased water
developments, road closures, and cooperative
management efforts would have long-term benefits to big
game habitat. Natural events (fire, flooding, etc.) that
create a mosaic within the landscape and diversify the
plant community would also benefit wildlife.

There would be a dlight increase in the deer population
from improving the quality and quantity of browse on
upland sites, and creating new fawning areas.
Management of wildlife resources and objectives would
be balanced with established RMP livestock forage
allocations. Pronghorn antelope populations are
expected to increase over the long term due to improved
habitat conditions and transplants. Habitat conditions
would improve over the long term due to improved
ecological conditions and movement patterns. Antelope
transplants would be expected to continue in cooperation
with the NMDGF and land owners.

Competition for food and space between mule deer and
the Iranian ibex would continue under the County
Alternative. Oryx would continue to move off the White
Sands Missile Range and may displace mule deer and
antelope by their size and aggressive behavioral patterns.

The quality of habitat would improve, but to alesser
degree than the Proposed Action over the long term for
riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer, and
furbearers). However, due to other limiting factors
(drought) and hunting regulations, no measurable
increase in populations can be expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway

vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
can potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in the degradation of big game habitat and
the increase of wildlife harassment and displacement.
Under the County Alternative and associated standards
for erosion and wildlife habitat, road closures would
continue to be implemented.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve in the long term
from land treatments and grazing management practices,
resulting in a benefit for scaled quail, Gambel's quail,
and dove populations. The continued construction of
water developments would favor upland game bird
Species.

Waterfowl/Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall

riparian and aquatic habitats. Public-land resident
fisheries habitat over the long term would be improved.

48 - Southern Rocky M ountains

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
Upland habitat would improve under the County
Alternative, resulting in the improvement of some
wildlife habitat within the MLRA.

51 - High Intermountain Valleys

Big Game

Under the County Alternative, management of wildlife
resources and objectives would be balanced with
established RMP livestock forage allocations. Long-term
benefits to big game would occur from improving upland
habitat currently in poor condition or not meeting the
biotic standard due to grazing practices. Rocky
Mountain elk would continue to be a key wildlife species
within the Taos field office. Critical winter range would
improve through the implementation of the county
standards and guidelines.

Upland Game and Nongame
Upland sites would improve over the long term from land

treatments and proper grazing practices, resultingin a
benefit for scaled quail, mourning dove, Merriam's
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turkey, numerous raptors, and migratory bird
populations. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall
riparian and aquatic habitats. Public-land resident
fisheries habitat over the long term would be improved.

70 - Pecos/Canadian Plains and Valleys

Big Game

Long-term benefits would result from the County
Alternative when compared to the existing situation
because it would improve upland habitat currently in
poor condition or not meeting the biotic standard due to
grazing practices. However, because this alternative
utilizes the less restrictive guidelines on livestock grazing
than the Proposed Action it would not be as beneficial to
upland habitat. The development and implementation of
AMPs that identify management objectives consistent
with the counties' standards and guidelines would allow
vegetative land treatments and water devel opments to
maintain or slightly improve wildlife habitat for big
game species over the long term. Natural events (fire,
flooding, etc.) that create a mosaic within the landscape
and diversify the plant community would also benefit
wildlife. There would be a slight increase in the deer
population from improving the quality and quantity of
browse on upland sites, and creating new fawning aress.
Pronghorn antelope populations are expected to increase
over the long term due to improved habitat conditions
and transplants. Habitat conditions would improve over
the long term due to improved ecological conditions and
movement patterns. Antelope transplants would be
expected to continue in cooperation with the NMDGF
and land owners.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long
term, from land treatments and grazing practices
outlined in the County Alternative standards and
guidelines would result in benefits to scaled quail and
dove populations. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.

The habitats and populations of candidate, sensitive, rare,
New Mexico State listed, or other special status
categories should be managed in accordance with state

law. If special habitat management actions are required,
the BLM would conduct a private sector impact
assessment to balance the needs of the species with the
impacts of the private sector.

Waterfowl/Fisheries
Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall

riparian and aquatic habitats. Public-land resident
fisheries habitat over the long term would be improved.

77 - Southern High Plains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within the
MLRA. Under the County Alternative, management
would remain the same as current management (the No
Action Alternative). RMP decisions would improve big
game habitat by identifying goals and objectives that
allow vegetative land treatments and water
developments.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would gradually improve over the long term
from land treatments and grazing practices identified in
the county guidelines, improving the habitat for most
upland and nongame wildlife species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl would
generally change in response to the changes in overall
riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land resident
fisheries habitat over the long term would be improved.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Under the County Alternative, the focus of management
and application of grazing guidelines would occur on
public lands not meeting the biotic and upland standards,
due to current grazing practices. These areas are
contained primarily within the desert biome of MLRAS
36, 37 and 42 and the grassland biome of MLRA 70.
There would be benefits to a portion of the 95 special
status species occurring in the improved areas of the
desert and grassland biomes managed under this
alternative. Of concern when implementing livestock
grazing practicesis that areas of late-seral and PNC
ecological status not decline due to redistribution of
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grazing patterns. These areas, in many cases, provide
suitable habitat to support special status species with late-
seral habitat requirements.

Also of concern in this aternative are the approximately
112 riparian segments that do not meet the proposed
standards, due, at least in part, to livestock grazing. The
greatest benefits to special status species resulting from
this alternative would be the improvement of riparian
conditions on 13 riparian segments in the short term and
26 riparian segments in the long term. Many of the 76
special status species associated with riparian areas and
their aguatic systems would benefit from the
improvement in riparian condition.

Areas past the threshold of improvement have lost the
capability to recover toward PNC within the long term of
this analysis, even in the absence of grazing. 1n some
cases, the PNC has shifted toward a different community.
Even with chemical or mechanical manipulation, these
areas may never reestablish a community like the lost
native community. Thisis due to the changein
ecosystem functionality occurring with the combined
impacts of soil loss and vegetative community shifts
associated with major disruptions caused by past land use
practices and climate change. Examples of these are
former desert grasslands which are now mesquite sand
dunes and creosote bush/desert pavement communities of
the Chihuahuan Desert in MLRA 42. Special status
species that formerly used these areas would have
differing abilities to recolonize these habitats as the
relative condition improves with subsequent
management. Some species, such as obligate grassland
species like Baird's sparrow, may never be able to return
to former habitats. Other areas, such as the shinnery
oak/dunes areas of MLRASs 42 and 70 retain profound
capability to return to previous grassland dominance, and
the ability to support grassland species such as the lesser
prairie chicken.

RECREATION

Under the County Alternative, recreationa visitor use
would continue to increase, especially in areas where
urban visitors recreate. Developed recreation sites would
particularly experience increased use. The recreational
use levels on a statewide basis are not expected to be
impacted by the standards and guidelines.

The County Alternative would provide for increased
management of off-highway vehicle use and less road

proliferation on approximately 4,600 acresin MLRA 36
and 7,300 acres in MLRA 42. Although these areas may
be important to off-highway vehicle visitors that frequent
the areas, on a statewide basis, they represent a small
percent of the public land acreage.

Increased recreation supervision would occur on
approximately 10,600 acresin MLRA 36 and 500 acres
in MLRA 37 where recreational activities are keeping the
area from meeting the upland standard. Additionally,
recreation management would increase on 12,600 acres
in MLRA 36 not meeting the biotic standard.

Considering that there may be overlap on many of the
acres identified as having recreation conflicts with the
standards, the additional restrictions would occur on less
than 33,700 acres. Thiswould not be a detectable impact
on the recreational use of the public lands on a statewide
basis.

It is expected that the present conflicts between livestock
use and the developed facilities at the Wild Rivers
Recreation Areawould be resolved over the next five
years. As additional recreationa sites are developed,
livestock are expected to be excluded.

The BLM would be expected to resolve livestock grazing
conflicts on riparian areas. In the long term, an
additional 26 riparian segments are expected to improve
in condition, thereby improving the quality of the visit
for recreationists on the public lands.

Not all of the acres are failing to meet the standards due
to livestock grazing. However, many acres are expected
to have an improved quality of visits for recreational
visitors due to the improved native vegetation
communities.

WILDERNESS

The County Alternative standards emphasize improving
the natural systems in balance with the local community's
social and economic needs.

Where sites not meeting the standard are included in
WASs or WSASs, they would be expected to be a high
priority for improved management. The review of WAS
and WSAs to determine if they meet the standards should
help determine what management changes are needed.

However, in WAs and WSAs the Wilderness Act and
BLM management guidelines for these areas would limit
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some of the tools for management. For example, the
range improvements that are normally applied to support
improved livestock grazing management and land
treatment techniques may not be permitted inWAs and
WSAs. However, if theWAs and WSAS meet the
standards, there would be no impact on wilderness
values.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Damage to or loss of archaeological sitesin both upland
and riparian areas due to erosion would be reduced,
commensurate with reductions in erosion.

PALEONTOLOGY

Damage to or loss of paleontological sitesin both upland
and riparian areas due to erosion would be reduced,
commensurate with reductions in erosion.

REALTY/LAND USE

Local areas are impacted by land and realty activities
creating both short- and long-term surface disturbances
by reducing vegetative cover and forage, increasing
erosion or sediment load, degrading wildlife habitat, and
increasing the potential for the introduction or spread of
noxious weeds. Under the County Alternative, restoring
the forage base to reduce impacts on the livestock
industry would be an objective. If stipulations are
approved, complied with and successful, they would
mitigate impacts on alocal basis by reducing soil erosion
and sediment load, restoring ground cover, restoring
diversity of plant species, protecting threatened and
endangered or special status species and their habitats,
minimizing the introduction or spread of noxious weeds,
and protecting important cultural or historic resources.
The impacts associated with land and realty surface-
disturbing activities would continue under the County
Alternative.

The implementation of standards and guidelines may
require closer scrutiny of future surface-disturbing
activities, such as requiring additional field checksin
areas that have been identified as not meeting a standard.
Projects in areas not meeting the standards would be
monitored as needed to ensure compliance with
stipulations, especially those dealing with reclamation
and rehabilitation. In areas where reclamation efforts
have been determined to be unsuccessful, coordination
with the BLM, authorized users, and allottees may be
necessary to determine the cause, and identify remedies

for the failed reclamation and rehabilitation.

Additional work may be necessary to bring disturbed
areas up to prescribed standards. This could increase
companies costs on individual projectsif they are
reguired to implement new or additional mitigation
measures on future projects. Allottees may have to move
livestock to other pastures or adjust AUMS or season of
useif it is determined that grazing needs to be deferred in
adisturbed area to allow ample time for plant regrowth.
These changes would be determined on a case-by-case
basis in coordination with the allottee.

Although not required, if the county standards are
adopted, emphasis would be placed on reseeding
disturbed areas with native plant species. Currently,
reseeding is required on disturbed areas, but standard
seed mixtures established locally by BLM are used.
Current seed mixtures are not limited to native species
but include species that can provide plant cover, stabilize
soils, provide desired forage for wildlife, are suitable to
soil and climate conditions, and are readily available.
The companies cost of reclaiming a disturbed area could
increase if native seed sources are required. Costs would
aso be affected by the availability of seed.

If the County Alternative sandards and guidelines go into
effect, it is anticipated that the BLM would receive
increased applications for land exchanges or sales.
However, due to the staffing and budget demands and the
length of time it takes to complete land ownership
adjustments, it is not expected that the number of
exchanges or sales completed each year would greatly
increase from the number currently processed. Any
public lands disposed of through exchange or sale would
no longer be managed by the BLM and therefore would
not be subject to the standards and guidelines. Work is
expected to continue on acquiring easements or
upgrading or closing existing roads as identified through
the land use planning process, (i.e., RMPs).

MINERAL RESOURCES

Under the County Alternative, impacts on mineral
resources would be the same as the for the Proposed.

NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL ISSUES

Native American concerns would continue to be
protected under the law as outlined in Chapter 3.
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ECONOMIC

The analysisin this section refers to the state of New
Mexico in terms of economic impact; however, the
impacts will be most imposing upon counties with
greater than 10% BLM land ownership. Counties with
greater than 10% BLM land include 17 counties (Table
3.1), thisis over one half of the counties within New
Mexico. The primary endogenous sectors associated with
BLM lands include oil, gas, and agriculture. Of these
sectors, agriculture has proven through time to be the
most stable (Figure 4.1). This sector is comprised
primarily of individuals and families with sufficient
diversity to have enterprises broad enough to capture a
favorable market price for one or several agriculture
commodities. Wheresas, oil and gas sectors are, on the
majority, large corporations concentrated in asingle
commodity. Both sectors are dependent upon a natural
resource, but the families in agriculture have an
investment that forces them to ride out the price cycles,
rather than idling livestock, equipment, and land during
the trough portions of the price cycle. Therefore,
economic impacts from implementing guidelines
associated with grazing standards on BLM land, are
essentially imposed upon the stable portion of New
Mexico's rural counties, which comprise more than half
of the state' s counties.

Theinitial (first year) total economic impacts to the state
of New Mexico economy were negative regardless of the
alternative, assumptions, and options. The major
difference between the assumption that all ranches stayed
in business and 22% of them converted to real estate was
the loss of 22% of the AUMs from the economy. Also,
the assumption that 20% of the AUMs would be removed
from allotments, that did not meet the standard, had a
greater negative impact than the no AUM reduction
option, because of the loss of the value of production
from the reduced AUM’s in addition to the operational
adjustments the allottee was forced to make. In the case
where the BLM provided 100% and 50% of the funding
for the improvements the economic impacts were
identical, because the BLM provide funding for the
materials in both cases. Under the option of the rancher
funding 100% of the improvements necessary to meet the
standards; title to structural range improvements
authorized by a Cooperative Agreement for Range
Improvements would be shared by the United States and
cooperators in proportion to the actual amount of there
respective contributions to theinitial construction to
provide the rancher the necessary incentive to install the
specific improvements. Title to no structural range
improvement(s) authorized by Cooperative Agreement

would be in the United States.

Under County alternative and the scenario that all
ranches stayed in business, the least economic impact
was when there were no AUM reductions. Theinitial
loss of economic activity (Table 4.2, Table 4.2b) was
almost $1.7 million of which approximately a $476,000
loss in personal income. A total loss of 10.3 FTEs was
estimated under this alternative. As compared to the
$12.6 million loss when 20% of AUMs were reduced and
22% of the ranches converted to real estate. These
impacts were for a single year and were aggregated over
a seven year period to quantify the cumulative impacts to
year seven.

Y ear 10 cumulative impacts included an authorization of
additional AUMs, which allowed the ranch unit to
restock any AUMs that were reduced plus 1/3 of the
AUMstoward preference. The analysis revealed that it
required a minimum of 10 years after the initia
reductions to yield a positive return in employment when
all of the ranches stayed in business. The minimum
impacts after 10 years occurred when none of the ranches
converted to real estate, no AUM reductions, and the
ranch financed the improvements. The greatest

economic loss occurred when there was a 20% reduction
in AUMs and BLM financing of improvements under
the scenario of 22% of ranches not meeting standard and
converting to real estate.

After the tenth year of implementation of the guidelines,
the negative impacts due to implementation of
improvements lessened to only maintenance and repairs
under this alternative. The year to year economic
impacts changed from all negative to positive impacts in
FTEs, but personal income continued to decline, because
the range livestock sector expenditures were still larger
than the baseline due to repairs and maintenance which
more than offset the increase to the wholesale sector.
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Table 4.2a: County Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock- no ranches converting to real estate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

County No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

County 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity (1,666,000) (1,660,000) (6,777,000) (6,772,000)
Personal Income (326,000) (476,000) (1,139,000) (1,303,000)
Employment (12.40) (10.33) (62.25) (59.92)
Year 14 County No BLM AUM Reduction County 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity (3,170,000) (3,114,000) (7,047,000) (6,990,000)
Personal Income| (1,401,000)  (2,897,000) | (2,389,000) (4,026,000)
Employment 7.00 9.07 17.24 19.64
Year 21 County No BLM AUM Reduction County 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

25,272,000 25,328,000
2,599,000 1,104,000
43.62 45.69

60,841,000 60,898,000
7,558,000 5,921,000
53.86 56.26

Table 4.2b: County Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock ranches w/22% converting to real estate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

County No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

County 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity (8,578,000) (8,574,000) (12,580,000) (12,605,000)
Personal Income (1,369,000) (1,804,000) (2,010,000) (2,147,000)
Employment (80.47) (78.80) (119.64) (118.22)
Year 14 County No BLM AUM Reduction County 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Economic Activity

(63,765,000) (63,721,000)

(81,403,000) (81,655,000)

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Personal Income (10,095,000) (14,442,000) (13,194,000) (14,559,000)
Employment (47.91) (46.24) (58.56) (57.09)
Year 21 County No BLM AUM Reduction County 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

(16,942,000)
(2,376,000)
17.35

(16,899,000)
(6,772,000)
19.02

(18,279,000)
(3,106,000)
6.70

(18,532,000)
(4,470,000)
8.17
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In year 14 under the County alternative, it was assumed
another 1/3 of preference AUMs were authorized on the
BLM permits/leases that had previously not met the
standard. Minimum impacts (Table 4.2a) occurred when
there were no reduction of AUMSs and the rancher funded
100% of the improvements. These impacts included:
losses of $3.1 million in economic activity, losses of $2.9
million in personal income, and again of 9 FTEs. The
greatest economic loss occurred when 22% of the ranches
converted to real estate and there was a 20% reduction of
AUMs and the Rancher funded the cost of improvements
(Table 4.2b). Theseimpactsincluded: aloss of amost
$82 million in economic activity, aloss of $14.6 million
in personal income, and aloss of 57 FTES. Year 21 was
the final year of analysis; it was assumed that the
allotment should have achieved an ecological

condition surpassing the standards and the allotment
would be operated with full preference AUMs. The
economic impacts varied widely dependant upon the
assumptions, and options analyzed. It was recognized
that the actual impacts would be in the range between the
minimum and maximum economic impacts estimated,
since there would be a wide variety of allotment
conditions, improvement construction, financing of the
improvements, and rancher reactions. Therefore, it was
believed that the economic impacts would actually bein a
range for this alternative (Tables 4.2a and 4.2b).

HUMAN DIMENSION

Financial, Social and Cultural | mpact
Analyses

The overall County Alternative goal and direction, would
incorporate human dimension protection as a part of
determining each standard before implementing this
alternative to avoid potential financial, social and
cultural disruption.

Financial

Based on the Central Mountain analysis, the public land
ranches not meeting the standards, have a heavy
dependency on public lands and are highly leveraged will
be most effected by the BLM management changes.
With additional required constraints through guideline
implementation, these ranchers may not be able to
sustain their ranch operations into the next year. With
the reduced ranch operations, the affected rancher will be
less able to meet their overhead expenses, especially
given their increased costs of improvements and
maintenance.

Financial Threshold Analysis

The financial threshold analysis for the Central

Mountain Region shows that, based on the 10 year
average, all affected ranchesin the four typical ranch size
categories would continue to meet the Financial
Threshold for Production, but at areduced level (Iosses of
gross margin of 69%, 38%, 23%, and 8.3%,

respectively). The large ranch would still be able to meet
the Economic Threshold for Profitability, although with a
smaller residual profit. In summary, the above analysis
shows that the effected extra small and small ranchesin
the Central Mountains would be better off financially to
discontinue ranching on their BLM permits, at least in
the short run. However, the medium and large ranches
would be better off financially to continue with their

BLM permits. See Appendix D.

If the affected rancher must bear the cost of
improvements, and/or reduce the BLM permit by 20%,
the medium ranch would also minimize losses by
discontinuing grazing on the BLM permit, at least in the
short-term. Financia activity on the affected medium
ranches would continue provided the rancher is not
forced to bear the cost of improvements or suffer a 20%
reduction in permitted AUMs. Financial activity on all
affected large ranches would most likely continue.

Although, an objective of the County Alternativeisto
stabilize the industry and related local tax base, a
potential exists for aranch to be financially burdened,
especially in the short term. However, the short term
costs are within the acceptable range of ranch operational
costs and returns.  In the short term, this aternative will
be less adverse financially to the affected ranchers than
either the RAC or Fallback Alternatives. In addition to
the financial impacts to the individual rancher, local
governments and agencies would potentially lose taxes
and fees from reduced number of livestock, private
property and improvements.

The potential exists for affected ranches to be financially
improved in the long run; but, not as much as under the
RAC Alternative.

Social

An objective of the County Alternativeis to stabilize the
family ranch so the operation can support the community
and the range resources. However, increased operational
costs, such as removal of livestock from BLM lands,
extra stress of relocating the cattle, finding available
pastures and associated costs, would be an increased

4-42



burden to the family ranch in the short term. The extra
stress from ranch operations and the need to find another
job or face increased poverty would increase family strife,
as documented in empirical studies (Blehar, 1979, Fagin
and Little, 1984, Borrero, 1980, Larson, 1984, Brenner,
1975). Rural communitiesin New Mexico may
experience additional social disruption.

Loss of social mohility, erosion of the agrarian way of
life, and out-migration would lead to reduced family
spending and secondary effects on businesses,
infrastructure and schools.

Cultural

This alternative could have adverse impacts on small and
extra small ranches with public lands not meeting the
standard. Most public land ranchesin New Mexico are
family run businesses. If the ranch operation isimpacted
adversely, it affects the family and extended families,
which affects the ranching culture.

The financia and social impacts could have adverse
effects on ranch traditions, heritage, attitudes, beliefs and
values. Cultural values of self sufficiency, hard work,
and other traits, such as community cohesion,
collaboration and leadership associated with agrarian
communities, could be altered. As discussed in chapter
three, the sense of place with its association with a sense
of well-being and community stability would be further
eroded for many of the ranching communities.

In summary, the potential for adverse financial, socia
and cultural impacts from the County Alternative on
ranches and rural New Mexico is relatively less than the
Fallback or RAC Alternatives for the short term.
However, for the long term the communities and
ranching operations may be more stable and in better
condition financially, socially and culturally under the
RAC Alternative.
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FALLBACK ALTERNATIVE
VEGETATION

Upland Vegetation

Under the Fallback Alternative, the focus of
management and the application of grazing guidelines
within this alternative would occur on the public lands
that do not meet the standard. Changes in grazing
management would include water development, fences,
and vegetative treatments and possible deferment on
areas, not meeting the standard. In the short term, little
improvement would be expected. However, in thelong
term, measurable improvement in vegetative cover and
composition would be expected due to grazing
management practices. Additionally, vegetation would
be enhanced through the use of mechanical and
chemical manipulations in both the short and long term.
These improvements would occur mostly within the
desert and woodland biomesin MLRAS 36, 42, and 70.

Riparian Vegetation

Under the Fallback Alternative, riparian communities
and vegetation on 154 riparian segments classified as
nonfunctional or functional at risk with a downward
trend or where the trend is not apparent (stable), would
not meet the standards. These areas are affected, at
least in part, by grazing activities. Management efforts
in the short term are projected to improve 20 segments.
Of thistotal, 10 segments would improve to proper
functioning condition. In the long term, 29 areas would
improve to proper functioning condition and 58 other
segments would be improved. Improvement of many
areas would be limited by the fragmented distribution of
BLM riparian areas and the lack of coordinated
watershed management efforts.

SOILS

With intense management under the Fallback
Alternative, there would be a continued slow
improvement over the long term in upland soil
conditions where soils are more productive, such as
Mollisols, Alfisols, and moderately fine textured
Entisols. On poorer sites, and with less intensive
management, there would be little or no change over the
long term in the health of the upland soils except in
response to drought or additional moisture conditions.
No changes are expected for either case over the short

term. This alternative would result in the most overall
improvement of al the alternatives due to
implementation of grazing management guidelines.
Over half of the uplands not meeting the standard for
this alternative are in MLRA 42; however, the soil
response to management in this MLRA would be slow.
More profound response would come from the better
sites such as those in MLRAS 36 (northern part); 39, 41,
48A, 70 (northern part); and the gently sloping uplands
of MLRA 77.

WATER

In the long term, continued implementation of BMPs to
reduce NPS pollution and riparian area management
would promote reductions in erosion and sediment
production from public lands and slowly improve water
quality. There would be less sediment, nutrients, salts,
and biological contaminantsin the water. The cycle of
apparent arroyo filling is expected to continue which
would support riparian restoration, in turn improving
water quality by acting as afilter for many pollutants.

While water quality affected by public land uses might
improve, it is not expected that any of the water quality-
limited stream reaches identified by the state would
improve enough to meet state standards solely from this
alternative. The impacts on those water quality-limited
stream reaches from non-public land uses and sources of
pollutants would also have to be reduced to help meet
state standards.

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

Under the Fallback Alternative, livestock use levels are
expected to remain approximately at the seven- year
average over the short term, similar to the No Action
Alternative. Adjustmentsin livestock numbers are
expected to be upward on some allotments and
downward on others. Adjustments are not expected to
be large, either upward or downward because in general,
current permits and leases are consistent with grazing
capacities established through BLM’ s rangeland
monitoring program. Statewide AUM adjustments are
expected to balance out over the long term. However,
fluctuation in use levels can be expected due to a variety
of factors such as weather conditions and the price of
livestock. Thelong term AUM projection is expected to
be around preference which is 1,968,341 AUMSs.
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Implementing the guidelines for the Fallback
Alternative would be similar to what BLM is doing now
in the No Action Alternative. The livestock
management practices may include rest or deferment,
adjusting livestock numbers, changing season of use,
modifying or developing range improvements and
vegetative land treatments. There would be segments of
riparian habitat where current grazing practices would
be adjusted to achieve riparian standards. In the short
term, functional condition on 20 riparian segments
would be expected to improve. In the long-term,
improvement in functional condition would be expected
on 58 segments. Vegetation and litter in the riparian
zone should respond and increase on the segments
improved. Theincrease in canopy cover and litter
should decrease the runoff and sediment, and improve
the water quality.

Under this alternative 430 permittees could be affected.
On the mgjority of the allotments which are larger,
modifications in use will have only minor impact to
their ranching operation; however, smaller operations
may be affected more. Permittees most affected by the
guidelines would be those with small one-pasture
allotments where there is continuous, season-long
grazing. Continuous, season long grazing is alowed to
occur only when it has been demonstrated to be
consistent with achieving a healthy, properly
functioning ecosystem. Season-long grazing is not
inherently inappropriate, if grazing intensity and
livestock distribution are managed properly (CAST,
1996) It however may be necessary to defer grazing
during periods of plant growth and regrowth. Asa
result the permittee may be burdened financially by
having to lease private pasture, improve the private
lands, fence to create an additional pasture or partner
with another allotment. Thereis also the additional
costs associated with the handling of livestock for
gathering and transporting.

WILD HORSES

The impacts to the Socorro wild horse herd from the
implementation of the Fallback Alternative would be
similar to the No Action Alternative, with the exception
that the RMP decision would be in conformance with
the fallback standard for rangeland health. Based on the
monitoring data, the areaisin fair to good condition
with a static trend and currently meets the standard.
The existing resource condition would improve asin the
No Action Alternative as long asthe AML of 50 is
maintained and balanced with livestock grazing and
other uses.

The impacts to the Farmington wild horse herd would
be similar to the No Action Alternative.

WILDLIFE

The standards and guidelines under the Fallback
Alternative are the most restrictive, and would focus
management activities on more acres of wildlife habitat
protection than the other alternatives.

Implementing the national fallback standards and
guidelines would benefit wildlife in the short and long
term in both upland and riparian areas. The
improvement of riparian habitats currently functioning
at risk would benefit wildlife, since these areas are the
most diverse and productive areas. Over the long term,
the Fallback Alternative would help ensure that site-
specific, as well as landscape-level habitat needs are
considered when developing AMPs. The Fallback
Alternative would allow for a slight increase in actua
AUMs over the long term, but would consider and
protect critical wildlife resources. The use of livestock
as a management tool would be allowed to restore and
maintain sustainable habitats, increase biological
diversity and vegetative productivity, and promote
properly functioning uplands and riparian areas.

By managing rangeland to restore and maintain natural
ecosystems, the Fallback Alternative would benefit
wildlife in the long term by increasing or improving the
amount and quality of habitat. With restored naturally-
functioning ecosystems comes an increase in biological
diversity. Greater biological diversity would allow more
opportunities for most species to meet basic life
reguirements.

36 - New Mexico and Arizona Plateaus and
M esas

Big Game

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from
implementing the Fallback Alternative, and improving
upland habitat currently in poor condition or not
meeting the standard due to grazing practices. Mule
deer and elk would be the primary big game species
benefitting from these actions. There would be an
increase in the deer population through improving the
quality and quantity of browse on upland sites, and
creating new fawning areas. Elk are currently
increasing in numbers; however, they would be
controlled by the NM DGF.

4-46



The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer,
and furbearers) due to the strong emphasis on riparian
management. However, due to other limiting factors
(drought) and hunting regulations no measurable
increase in popul ations would be expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use
can potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in degradation of big game habitat and
increased wildlife harassment and displacement. Under
this alternative and associated standards for erosion and
wildlife habitat, road closures would continue.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve very rapidly over the short
and long term under the Fallback Alternative,
benefitting most upland wildlife species. The continued
construction of water devel opments where needed would
favor upland game bird species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

37 - San Juan River Valley Mesas and
Plateaus

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
Fallback Alternative by utilizing the most restrictive
guidelines on livestock grazing, and improving upland
habitat currently in poor condition or not meeting the
standard due to grazing practices.

The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer,
and furbearers) due to the strong emphasis on riparian
management. However, due to other limiting factors
(drought) and hunting regulations no measurable
increase in popul ations would be expected.

Allowing public access while controlling off-highway
vehicle use and protecting wildlife habitat is a major
concern for most field offices. Off-highway vehicle use

can potentially increase the number of roads on public
land, resulting in degradation of big game habitat and
increased wildlife harassment and displacement. Under
this alternative and associated standards for erosion and
wildlife habitat, road closures would continue.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term, due to
land treatments and proper grazing practices, resulting
in benefits for most upland wildlife species. The
continued construction of water developments would
favor upland game bird species.

Special management for raptor nesting areas would
continue. Small changesin the overall landscape while
protecting nests sites would benefit raptors by increasing
their prey base.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

39 - Arizona and New M exico M ountains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. Under this alternative, there are several areas
where the standards and guidelines would improve
wildlife habitat. Upland improvement projects along
with controlled grazing would improve wildlife habitat
for big game species over the long term. The
Southwestern part of the state has a very active fire
season. These natural events can be beneficial to
resident elk herds by creating open meadow areas and
increasing the amount of forage.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.
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41 - Southeastern Arizona Basin and
Range

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
Upland habitat would be improved under this
alternative, thereby improving Coues whitetail deer
habitat in the southwestern corner of New Mexico.

42 - Southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and
M ountains

Long-term benefits to big game would occur under the
Fallback Alternative by utilizing the most restrictive
guidelines for livestock grazing, and improving upland
habitat currently in poor condition or not meeting the
standard due to grazing practices.

Big Game

This aternative would rectify historic land use practices
that have caused problems such as the dewatering of
streams and springs, and displacement of big game
species. Implementation of proper grazing practices,
vegetative land treatments, increased water
developments, and cooperative management efforts
would have long- term benefits to big game habitat.
Natural events (fire, flooding, etc.) that create a mosaic
within the landscape and diversify the plant community
would also benefit wildlife. There would be a slight
increase in the deer population from improving the
quality and quantity of browse on upland sites, and
creating new fawning areas. Pronghorn antelope
populations are expected to increase over the long term
due to improved habitat conditions and transplants.
Habitat conditions would improve over the long term
due to improved ecological conditions and movement
patterns. Antelope transplants would be expected to
continue in cooperation with the NMDGF and land
OWners.

Competition for food and space between mule deer and
the Iranian ibex would continue under this alternative.
Oryx would continue to move off the White Sands
Missile Range and may potentially displace mule deer
and antelope because of their size and aggressive
behavioral patterns.

The quality of habitat would improve over the long term
for riparian-dependent big game species (turkey, deer,
and furbearers) due to the strong emphasis on riparian
management. However, due to the small percentage of

riparian habitat located on public land and other
limiting factors affecting big game populations, no large
change in populations would be expected.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve in the short term and fully
recover in the long term, from land treatments and
proper grazing practices, benefitting scaled quails, and
Gambel's quail, and dove populations. The continued
construction of water devel opments where needed would
favor upland game bird species.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat would be improved over the
long term.

48 - Southern Rocky M ountains

A small percentage of this MLRA existson BLM lands.
Upland habitat would improve under this alternative,
resulting in the improvement of some wildlife habitat
within the MLRA.

51 - High Intermountain Valleys

Big Game

Long-term benefits to big game would occur from the
Fallback Alternative by utilizing the most restrictive
guidelines on livestock grazing, and improving upland
habitat currently in poor condition or not meeting the
biotic standard due to grazing practices. Rocky
Mountain elk would continue to be a key wildlife species
within the Taos field office. Critical winter range would
be improved through implementation of the Fallback
standards and guidelines.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, resulting
in a benefit for scaled quail, mourning dove, Merriam's
turkey, numerous raptors, and migratory bird
populations. The continued construction of water
developments would favor upland game bird species.
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Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land -
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

70 - Pecos/Canadian Plains and Valleys
Big Game

Short-and-long term benefits to big game would result
from the Fallback Alternative by utilizing the most
restrictive guidelines on livestock grazing, and
improving upland habitat currently in poor condition or
not meeting the biotic standard due to grazing practices.
The implementation of guidelines which identify proper
grazing practices, vegetative land treatments, and water
developments would improve wildlife habitat for big
game species over the long term. Natural events (fire,
flooding, etc.) That create a mosaic within the landscape
and diversify the plant community would also benefit
wildlife. There would be a slight increase in the deer
population through improving the quality and quantity
of browse on upland sites, and creating new fawning
areas. Pronghorn antelope populations are expected to
increase over the long term due to improved habitat
conditions and transplants. Habitat conditions would
improve over the long term due to improved ecological
conditions and movement patterns. Antelope
transplants would be expected to continue in cooperation
with the NMDGF and other land owners.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve over the long term from
land treatments and proper grazing practices, resulting
in a benefit for scaled quail, bobwhite quail, mourning
dove, numerous raptors, and migratory bird populations.
The continued construction of water devel opments
where needed would favor upland game bird species.

With the current regional emphasis on the decline of
lesser prairie chicken populations, this alternative would
have short-and-long term benefits on approximately
272,000 acres of lesser prairie chicken habitat that
would meet special habitat requirements. Recent
droughty conditions along with year-long grazing has
impacted lesser prairie chicken habitat from the removal
of residual growth on bluestems. Most allotments
within the Caprock WHA allow for year-long grazing

and therefore may exceed the utilization levels required
for proper nesting habitat. Under this alternative,
wildlife resource conflicts between grazing and lesser
prairie chickens would be minimized with the emphasis
placed on native populations and their habitat, especially
during drought years.

Water fowl/Fisheries

Habitat quality for resident fisheries and waterfowl
would generally change in response to the changes in
overall riparian and aquatic habitats. Public land-
resident fisheries habitat over the long term would be
improved.

77 - Southern High Plains

Big Game

The BLM manages very little public land within this
MLRA. However, this alternative would improve
wildlife habitat by establishing strict livestock
management-guidelines compatible with wildlife
resources.

Upland Game and Nongame

Upland sites would improve in the short and long term
under this alternative, resulting in a benefit for most
upland game and nongame species.

Water fowl

Habitat quality for waterfowl would generally changein
response to the changes in overall riparian and aguatic
habitats. Public land resident fisheries habitat over the
long term would be improved.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Under the Fallback Alternative, the focus of
management and application of grazing guidelines
would occur on public lands not meeting the biotic and
upland standards, and public land not meeting the
upland standard due to current grazing practices. Itis
more efficient to manage an entire pasture than to
manage a small portion of a pasture. Managing the
smaller portion would likely incur large costs for
fencing, establishment of water sources, and other
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management facilities. These areas are contained
primarily within the desert biome of MLRAS 36, 37, and
42, and the grassland biome of MLRA 70. There would
be benefits to a portion of the 95 species occurring in the
improved areas of the desert and grassland biomes
managed under this alternative. Of concern when
implementing livestock grazing practices is that the
approximately 4,285,000 acresin areas of late-seral and
PNC ecological status not decline due to redistribution
of grazing patterns. These areas, in many cases, provide
suitable habitat to support special status species with
high-seral habitat requirements.

Also of concern in this aternative are the approximately
112 riparian segments that do not meet the proposed
standards, due, at least in part, to livestock grazing. The
greatest benefits to special status species resulting from
this alternative would be the improvement of riparian
conditions on 20 riparian segments in the short term and
58 riparian segments in the long term. Many of the 76
specia status species associated with public land

riparian areas and their aquatic systems would benefit
from the improvement in riparian condition.

Areas that have passed the threshold of improvement
have lost the capability to recover toward PNC within
the long term of this analysis, even in the absence of
grazing. In some cases, the PNC has shifted to a
different community. Even with chemical or
mechanical manipulation, these areas may never re-
establish a community like the lost native community.
This is due to the change in ecosystem functionality that
occurs with the combined impacts of soil loss and
vegetative community shifts associated with major
disruptions caused by past land use practices and climate
change. Examples of these are former desert grasslands
which are now mesquite sand dunes and creosote
bush/desert pavement communities of the Chihuahuan
Desertin MLRA 42. Special status species that
formerly used these areas will have differing abilities to
recolonize these habitats as the relative condition
improves with subsequent management. Some species,
such as obligate grassland species like Baird's sparrow,
may never be able to return to former habitats for these
reasons. Other areas, such as the shinnery oak/dunes
areas of MLRAs 42 and 70 retain profound capability to
return to previous grassland dominance, and the ability
to support grassland species, such as the lesser prairie
chicken.

RECREATION

Recreational visitor use would continue to increase,
especially in areas where urban visitors recreate.
Developed recreation sites are expected to have
increased use. The recreational use levels on a statewide
basis would not be expected to be impacted by the
standards or the livestock grazing guidelines.

The Fallback Alternative would provide for increased
management of off-highway vehicle use and less road
proliferation on 4,600 acresin MLRA 36 and 8,000
acresin MLRA 42. Although this area may be
important to off-highway vehicle visitors frequenting the
area, on a statewide basis it represents a small percent of
the public land acreage.

Increased recreation management would occur on
10,600 acresin MLRA 36 and 500 acresin MLRA 37
where recreational activities are keeping the area from
meeting the upland standard. Additionally, there are
12,600 acresin MLRA 36 not meeting the biotic
standard due to recreation activities.

Considering that there may be overlap on many of the
acres identified as having recreation conflicts with the
standards, the additional restrictions would occur on less
than 33,700 acres. Thiswould not be a detectable
impact on the recreational use of the public lands on a
statewide basis.

It is expected that the present conflicts between livestock
use and the developed area at the Wild Rivers
Recreation Areawould be resolved over the next five
years. As additional recreationa sites are developed,
livestock would be expected to be excluded.

The BLM would be expected to resolve livestock grazing
conflicts on riparian areas. In the long term, an
additional 58 riparian segments would be expected to
improve in condition, improving the quality of the visit
for recreationists on the public lands.

Not all the acres are failing to meet the standards due to
livestock grazing. However, many acres would be
expected to have an improved quality of the visit for
recreational visitors due to the improved native
vegetation and animal communities.
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WILDERNESS

The Fallback Alternative standards place emphasis only
on the natural systems, which would tend to speed up
the improvement in the natural systems.

Where sites that are not meeting the standard are
included in WAs or WSAS, they would be expected to be
a high priority for improved management. The review
of WAs and WSAs to determine if they meet the
standards should help determine what management
changes are needed. However, in WAs and WSAs the
Wilderness Act and BLM management guidelines for
these areas would limit some of the tools for
management. For example, the range improvements
that are normally applied to support improved livestock
grazing management and land treatment techniques may
not be permitted in WAs and in WSAs. However, if the
WASs and WSASs meet the standards, there would be no
impact on wilderness values.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Under the Fallback Alternative, emphasis on stabilizing
soils, reducing erosion, restoring riparian-wetland areas
and streambank stability, providing periods of rest to
allow for plant growth or regrowth, and locating of new,
and relocating of existing facilities away from riparian
areas would all contribute to a reduction in the rate of
damage to cultural resources.

PALEONTOLOGY

Under this alternative, emphasis on stabilizing soils
reducing erosion, restoring riparian-wetland areas and
streambank stability, providing periods of rest to allow
for plant growth or regrowth, and locating new, and
relocating of existing facilities away from riparian areas
would all contribute to a reduction in the rate of damage
to paleontological resources.

REALTY/LAND USE

Impacts on realty and land use actions would be same as
for the Proposed Action.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Impacts on mineral resources would be the same for the
Proposed Action.

NATIVE AMERICAN CULTURAL
|SSUES

Native American concerns would continue to be
protected under the laws as outlined in Chapter 3.
Emphasis on the use of native plant species and
improved habitat would ensure continued or enhanced
availability of plant and animal species traditionally
used by Native Americans.

ECONOMIC

Under Fallback alternative and the scenario that all
ranches stayed in business, the least economic impact
was when there were no AUM reductions. Theinitial
loss of economic activity (Table 4.3, Table 4.3b) was
almost $7.9 million of which approximately a$1.5
million loss in personal income. Aninitial loss of 56
FTEs was estimated under this alternative. As
compared to the $24 million loss when 20% of AUMs
were reduced and 22% of the ranches converted to real
estate. These impacts were for a single year and were
aggregated over a seven year period to quantify the
cumulative impacts to year seven.

Y ear 10 cumulative impacts included an authorization
of additional AUMSs, which allowed the ranch unit to
restock any AUMs that were reduced plus 1/3 of the
AUMs toward preference. The Fallback aternative
minimum impact after 10 years occurred when none of
the ranches converted to real estate, no AUM reductions,
and the ranch financed the improvements. The greatest
economic loss occurred when there was a 20% reduction
in AUMs and BLM financing of improvements under
the scenario of 22% of ranches not meeting standard
and converting to real estate. After the tenth year of
implementation of the guidelines, the negative impacts
due to implementation of improvements lessened to only
maintenance and repairs under this alternative.

In year 14 under the Fallback alternative, it was
assumed another 1/3 of preference AUMSs were
authorized on the BLM permits/leases that had
previously not met the standard. Minimum impacts
(Table 4.2a) occurred when was a 20% reduction of
AUMs and the rancher funded 100% of the
improvements. These impacts included: |osses of
almost $48 million in economic activity, losses of $15
million in personal income, and aloss of 5.74 FTEs.
The greatest economic loss occurred when 22% of the
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Table 4.3a: Fallback Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock- no ranches converting to real estate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

Economic Activity (7,870,000) (7,859,000) (15,004,000) (14,992,000)
Personal Income (1,537,000) (1,826,000) (2,648,000) (2,967,000)
Employment (56.02) (51.84) (130.29) (125.69)
Year 14 Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction |Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

Economic Activity (55,828,000) (55,720,000) (48,866,000) (48,747,000)
Personal Income (12,410,000) (15,305,000) (11,685,000) (14,879,000)
Employment (23.67) (19.49) (10.34) (5.74)
Year 21 Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction |Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM  100% Rancher

50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

(7,890,000) (7,782,000)
(5,928,000) (8,823,000)
33.07 37.25

60,075,000 60,195,000
3,964,000 770,000
46.40 51.00

Table 4.3b: Fallback Alternative - Economic Impacts (cumulative)

All range livestock ranches w/22% converting to real estate

Year 1
Capital Outlay

Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction
50 & 100% BLM 100% Rancher

Economic Activity

(18,166,000) (18,157,000)

(23,954,000) (23,945,000)

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Personal Income (3,042,000) (3,268,000) (3,941,000) (4,190,000)
Employment (163.28) (160.06) (224.33) (220.75)
Year 14 Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction | Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Capital Outlay

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Economic Activity (153,112,000) (153,028,000) (163,819,000) (163,726,000)
Personal Income (26,090,000) (28,348,000) (28,014,000) (30,505,000)
Employment (121.712) (118.49) (131.94) (128.36)
Year 21 Fallback, No BLM AUM Reduction |Fallback 20% BLM AUM Reduction

50 & 100% BLM _ 100% Rancher

Economic Activity
Personal Income
Employment

(92,790,000)
(16,701,000)
(42.03)

(92,706,000)
(18,959,000)
(38.81)

(69,814,000)
(13,643,000)
(52.26)

(69,721,000)
(16,135,000)
(48.68)
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ranches converted to real estate and there was a 20%
reduction of AUMs and the BLM funded the cost of
improvements (Table 4.3b). These impacts included: a
loss of almost $164 million in economic activity, aloss
of $28 million in personal income, and aloss of amost
132 FTEs.

Year 21 wasthe final year of analysis; it was assumed
that the allotment should have achieved an ecological
condition surpassing the standards and the allotment
would be operated with full preference AUMs. The
economic impacts varied widely dependant upon the
assumptions, and options analyzed. It was recognized
that the actual impacts would be in the range between
the minimum and maximum economic impacts
estimated, since there would be awide variety of
allotment conditions, improvement construction,
financing of the improvements, and rancher reactions.
Therefore, it was believed that the economic impacts
would actually be in arange for this alternative (Tables
4.3aand 4.3b). Animportant assumption in the
analysis was that allotments not meeting the standard
would be operated at preference AUMSs at the end of 21
years, without this assumption all impacts would be
negative.

Under the Fallback alternative, the economic impacts
were estimated to be between aloss in economic activity
of $92.7 million and a gain of $60 million depending
upon a combination of scenarios, assumptions, and
options. The range for persona income would be
expected to be between aloss of about $19 million and
again of aimost $4 million. For jobsthe rangeis
estimated to be between aloss of almost 52 FTEs and a
gain of 51 FTEs.

HUMAN DIMENSION

Financial, Social and Cultural | mpact
Analyses

The Fallback Alternative has four standards, all of
which are physical and biological standards. The
Fallback Standards do not mention the Human
Dimension Standard.

Financial

Based on the Central Mountain analysis, the public land
ranches not meeting the standards, that have a heavy

dependency on public lands and are highly leveraged
will be most effected by the BLM management changes.
With additional required constraints through guideline
implementation, these ranchers may not be able to
sustain their ranch operations into the next year. With
the reduced ranch operations, the affected rancher will
be less able to meet their overhead expenses, especially
given their increased costs of improvements and
maintenance.

Faced with short term financial loss from the Fallback
Alternative, the rancher’s options to reduce substantial
financial risk are:

« find additional off ranch income

» find private land to rent for livestock, if available
» largeranches could sell off their assets

» acquire other government lands to use, if available
* reduce size of operations

» sell their land and water rights (liquidate)

Financial Threshold Analysis

The financial threshold analysis for the Central
Mountain Region shows that, based on the 10 year
average, that the extra-small ranch not meeting the
standard would no longer meet the Financial Threshold
for Production; therefore, grazing on the BLM permit
portion would not be financially viable, at least for the
short-term. The small, medium, and large ranches not
meeting the standard could still meet the Financial
Threshold for Production, but at a much reduced level
(losses of gross margin of 82.5%, 44%, and 31%
respectively), and none of these ranches not meeting the
standard would be able to meet the Financial Threshold
for Profitability. See Appendix D.

As aresult of management changes under this
alternative, if affected Central Mountain Region
ranchers must bear the cost of improvements, and/or
reduce the BLM permit by 20% then the extra-small,
small, medium and large ranches not meeting the
standard. would minimize losses by discontinuing
grazing on the affected BLM permit, at least in the short
term.

In the short term, this alternative will be more adverse
financially to the affected ranchers than either the
County or RAC Alternatives. In addition, financia
impacts to the individual rancher, local governments
and agencies would potentially |ose taxes and fees from
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reduced number of livestock, private property and
improvements.

In the long term, the potential exists for affected ranches
to be financially improved. However, the improvement
isless than under the RAC and County Alternatives.

Social

Under the Fallback Alternative, a potential exists for
ranches with public lands not meeting the standard to
become more financially at risk in the short term by
implementation of the guidelines. The additional
financial stress could result in additional family stress
and, in some cases, ranchers going out of business.

The economic analysis indicates that the short term
employment adjustments could range from a loss of 52
to 224 jobs. Jobsthat are reduced from the affected
ranches could place additional stress on the ranchers.
The additional stress could originate from increased
operational costs, such as removal of livestock from
BLM lands, extra stress of relocating the cattle, finding
available pastures and associated costs, would be an
increased burden to the family ranch in the short term.
The extra stress from ranch operations and the need to
find another job or face increased poverty would
increase family strife, as documented in empirical
studies (Blehar, 1979, Fagin and Little, 1984, Borrero,
1980, Larson, 1984, Brenner, 1975). Asaresult rura
communities in New Mexico may experience additional
socia disruption.

The Range Reform ‘94 Draft EIS briefly raised the
potential effects on rural communities:

Generally, small isolated communities are more
vulnerable...due to weaker links to centers of
political and economic influence... these smaller
communities are more likely to experience
unemployment, increased poverty, and social
disruption in the face of policy shiftsin
management policy.

When ranchers go out of business, sell base property for
housing development, and are not replaced, the loss of
social mobility, erosion of the agrarian way of life, and
out-migration would lead to reduced family spending
and secondary effects on businesses, infrastructure and
services ( schools, medical care, emergency services,
environmental services, etc.).

Cultural

This aternative could have adverse impacts on ranches
with public lands not meeting the standard. Most public
land ranchesin New Mexico are family run businesses.
The effect of one person losing his or her connection to
the land ripples throughout the communities. The
communities of the arid southwest are made up of
people who share beliefs and values which are, if not
embodied by, closely linked to the culture of ranching.
As the individuals who ranch leave their lands because
of increased economic pressures and/or the demand for
changing uses, the values of the communities as awhole
begin to unravel in the descent toward a less centered,
less self-reliant, and more homogenous monoculture.

The financia and social impacts could have adverse
effects on ranch traditions, heritage, attitudes, beliefs
and values. The culture of ranching depends on the
interaction of the ranchers lives with the land and
livestock. Any one of these components taken away
dismantles the entire weave. To protect the
irreplaceable cultures, the weave of people and land
must remain intact in those traditional forms of
interaction. Cultural values of self sufficiency, hard
work, and other traits, such as community cohesion,
collaboration and leadership associated with agrarian
communities, could be altered. As discussed in chapter
three, the sense of place with its association with a sense
of well-being and community stability would be further
eroded for some of the ranching communities.

In summary, for the short term and long term, the
potential for adverse financial, social and cultural
impacts from the Fallback Alternative on ranches and
rural New Mexico is generally more adverse than either
the RAC or County Alternative.



COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

SMALL BUSINESS REGULATORY
IMPACT ANALYSIS

The actions analyzed in this EIS are not regulation or
rules as defined in Section 1. (a) of Executive Order
12291 which states “Regulation” or “rule” means “an
agency statement of general applicability and future
effect designed to implement, interpret, or prescribe law
or policy or describing the procedure or practice
reguirements of an agency, but does not include...” The
change in the grazing regulations (a regulatory change)
was analyzed in the Reform ‘94 EIS completed by the
Washington Office. The results of that analysis are
contained in a document titled “ Range Reform Small
Entity Flexibility Analysis’ dated March 23, 1994.
During its preparation, the Small Business
Administration was provided the opportunity to
comment on the document. They found the document
was adequate.

PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS
ANALYSIS

Executive Order 12630 of March 15, 1988 gives
direction on Governmental Actions and Interference
With Constitutionally Protected Property Rights.
Further, the TGA and the FLPMA are laws providing
more specific guidance on public land management
related to property rights and public land management.

Executive Order 12630 of March 15, 1988
Governmental Actions and I nterference With
Congtitutionally Protected Property Rights states:

By the authority vested in me as President by
the Constitution and laws of the United States
of America, and in order to ensure that
government actions are undertaken on awell-
reasoned basis with due regard for fiscal
accountability, for the financial impact of the
obligations imposed on the Federal government
by the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth
Amendment, and for the Constitution, it is
hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose. (a) The Fifth Amendment
of the United States Constitution provides that
private property shall not be taken for public
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use without just compensation. Government
historically has used the formal exercise of the
power of eminent domain, which provides
orderly processes for paying just compensation,
to acquire private property for public use.
Recent Supreme Court decisions, however, in
reaffirming the fundamental protection of
private property rights provided by the Fifth
Amendment and in assessing the nature of
governmental actions that have an impact on
congtitutionally protected property rights, have
also reaffirmed that governmental actions that
do not formally invoke the condemnation
power, including regulations, may result in a
taking for which just compensation is required.

(b) Responsible fiscal management and
fundamental principles of good government
reguire that government decision-makers
evaluate carefully the effect of their
administrative, regulatory, and legislative
actions on constitutionally protected property
rights, Executive departments and agencies
should review their actions carefully to prevent
unnecessary takings and should account in
decision-making for those takings that are
necessitated by statutory mandate.

(c) The purpose of this Order isto assist
Federal departments and agenciesin
undertaking such reviews and in proposing,
planning, and implementing actions with due
regard for the constitutional protections
provided by the Fifth Amendment and to
reduce the risk of undue or inadvertent burdens
on the public fisc resulting from lawful
governmental action. In furtherance of the
purpose of this Order, the Attorney General
shall, consistent with the principles stated
herein and in consultation with the Executive
departments or agencies promulgate Guidelines
for the Evaluation of Risk and Avoidance of
Unanticipated Takings to which each Executive
department or agency shall refer in making the
evaluations required by this Order or in
otherwise taking any action that is subject of
this Order. The Guidelines shall be
promulgated no later than May 1, 1988, and
shall be disseminated to all units of each
Executive department and agency no later than
July 1, 1988. The Attorney General shall, as
necessary, update these guidelines to reflect



fundamental changes in takings law occurring
as aresult of Supreme Court decisions.

Section 2. Definitions. For the purpose of this

Order: (@) “Policies that have takings

implications” refersto Federal regulations,

proposed Federal regulations, proposed Federal
legislation, comments on proposed Federal
legislation, or other Federal policy statements

that, if implemented or enacted, could effect a

taking, such as rules and regulations that

propose or implement licensing, permitting, or
other condition requirements or limitations on
private property use, or that require dedications
or exactions from owners of private property.

“Policies that have takings implications’ does

not include:

(2) Actions abolishing regulations
discontinuing governmental programs, or modifying
regulations in a manner that lessens interference with
theuse of private property;

(2) Actions taken with respect to properties
held in trust by the United States or in preparation for or
during treaty negotiations with foreign nations.

(3) Law enforcement actions involving seizure,
for violations of law, of property for forfeiture or as
evidence in criminal proceedings,

(4) Studies or similar efforts or planning
activities;

(5) Communications between Federal agencies
or departments and State or local land-use planning
agencies regarding planned or proposed State or local
actions regulating private property regardless of whether
such communications are initiated by a Federal agency
or department or are undertaken in response to an
invitation by the State or local authority;

(6) The placement of military facilities or
military activities involving the use of Federal property
alone; or

(7) Any military or foreign affairs function
(including procurement functions thereunder) but not
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers civil works
program.

(b) Private property refersto all property protected by
the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth Amendment.

(c) “Actions’ refers to proposed Federa regulations,
proposed Federal legislation, comments on posed
Federal legislation, application of Federal regulations to
specific property, or Federal governmental actions
physicaly invading or occupying private property, or

other policy statements or actions related to Federal
regulations or direct physical invasion or occupancy, but
does not include:

(2) Actions in which the power of eminent
domain isformally exercised;

(2) Actions taken with respect to properties
held in trust by the United States or in preparation for or
during treaty negotiations with foreign nations;

(3) Law enforcement actions involving seizure,
for violations of law, of property for forfeiture or as
evidence in criminal proceedings,

(4) Studies or similar efforts or planning
activities;

(5) Communications between Federal agencies
or departments and State or local land-use planning
agencies regarding planned or proposed State or local
actions regulating private property regardless of whether
such communications are initiated by a Federal agency
or department or are undertaken in response to an
invitation by the State or local authority;

(6) The placement of military facilities or
military activities involving the use of Federal property
alone; or

(7) Any military or foreign affairs function
(including procurement functions thereunder), but not
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers civil works
program.

Sec 3. General Principles. Informulating or
implementing policies that have takings implications,
each Executive department and agency shall be guided
by the following general principles,

(a) Governmental officials should be sensitive to,
anticipate, and account for, the obligations imposed by
the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth Amendment
in planning and carrying out governmental actions so
that they do not result in an imposition of unanticipated
or undue additional burdens on the public fisc.

(b) Actions undertaken by governmental officials that
result in a physical invasion or occupancy of private
property, and regulations imposed on private property
that substantially affect its value or use may congtitute a
taking of property. Further, governmental action may
amount to a taking even through the action resultsin
less than a complete deprivation of al use or value, or of
all separate and distinct interests in the same private
property and even if the action constituting ataking is
temporary in nature.

(c) Government officials whose actions are taken
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specifically for the purposes of protecting public health
and safety are ordinarily given broader latitude by courts
before their actions are considered to be takings.
However, the mere assertion of a public health and
safety purpose is insufficient to avoid ataking. Actions
to which this Order applies asserted to be for the
protection of public health and safety, therefor, should
be undertaken only in response to real and substantial
threats to public health and safety, be designed to
advance significantly the health and safety purpose, and
be no greater than is necessary to achieve the health and
safety purpose.

(d) While normal governmental process do not
ordinarily effect takings, undue delays in decision-
making during which private property useif interfered
with carry arisk of being held to be takings.
Additionally, adelay in processing may increase
significantly the size of compensation dueif ataking is
later found to have occurred.

(e) The Just Compensation Clause is self-actuating,
requiring that compensation be paid whenever
governmental action resultsin ataking of private
property regardless of whether the underlying authority
for the action contemplated a taking or authorized the
payment of compensation. Accordingly, government
actions that may have a significant impact on the use or
value of private property should be scrutinized to avoid
undue or unplanned burdens on the public fisc.

Sec 4. Department and Agency Action. In addition to the
fundamental principles set forth in Section 3, Executive
departments and agencies shall adhere, to the extent
possible permitted by law, to the following criteria when
implementing policies that have taking implications:

(a) When an Executive department or agency requires a
private party to obtain a permit in order to undertake a
specific use of or action with respect to private property,
any conditions imposed on the granting of a permit
shall:

(1) Serve the same purpose that would have been serve
by a prohibition of the use or action; and

(2) Substantially advance that purpose;

(b) When a proposed action would place arestriction on
ause of private property, the restriction imposed on the
use shall not be disproportionate to the extent to which
the use contributes to the overall problem that the
restriction is imposed to redress.

(c) When a proposed action involves a permitting
process or any other decision-making process that will
interfere with, or otherwise prohibit , the use of private
property pending the completion of the process, the
duration of the process shall be kept to the minimum

necessary.
(d) Before undertaking any proposed action regulating
private property use for the protection of public health or
safety, the Executive department or agency involved
shall, ininternal deliberative documents and any
submissions to the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget that are required:

(2) Identify clearly, with as much specificity as possible,
the public health or safety risk created by the private
property use that is the subject of the proposed action;

(2) Establish that such proposed action substantially
advances the purpose of protecting public health and
safety against the specifically identified risk;

(3) Establish to the extent possible that the restrictions
imposed on the private property are not disproportionate
to the extent to which the use contributes to the overall
risk; and

(4) Estimate, to the extent possible, the potential cost to
the government in the event that a court later determines
that the action constituted a taking.

In instances in which there is an immediate threat to
health and safety that constitutes an emergency
requiring immediate response, this analysis may be done
upon completion of the emergency action.

Sec. 5. Executive Department and Agency
Implementation. (&) The head of each Executive
department and agency shall designate an official to be
responsible for ensuring compliance with this Order
with respect to the actions of that department or agency.

(b) Executive departments and agencies shall, to the
extent permitted by law, identify the takings
implications of proposed regulatory actions and address
the merits of those actionsin light of the identified
takings implications, if any, in al required submissions
made to the Office of Management and Budget.
Significant takings implications should also be
identified and discussed in notices of proposed rule-
making and messages transmitting legislative proposals
to the Congress, stating the departments’ and agencies
conclusions on the takings issues.

(c) Executive departments and agencies shall identify
each existing Federal rule and regulation against which
atakings award has been made or against which a
takings claim is pending including the amount of each

claim or award. A “takings’ award has been made or a
“takings’ claim pending if the award was made, or the
pending claim brought, pursuant to the Just
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Compensation Clause of the Fifth Amendment. An
itemized compilation of all such awards made in Fiscal
Y ears 1985, 1986, and 1987 all of such pending claims
shall be submitted to the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, on or before May 16, 1988.

(d) Each Executive department and agency shall submit
annually to the Director, Office of Management of
Budget, and to the Attorney General an itemized
compilation of al awards of just compensation entered
against the United States for takings, including awards
of interest as well as monies paid pursuant to the
provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 42
U.S.C. 4601.

(e)(2) The Director, Office of Management and Budget,
and the Attorney General shall each, to the extent
permitted by law, take action to ensure that the policies
of the Executive departments and agencies are
consistent with the principles, criteria, and requirements
stated in Sections 1 through 5 of this Order, and the
Office of Management and Budget shall take action to
ensure that all takings awards levied against agencies
are properly accounted for in agency budget
submissions.

(2) In addition to the guidelines required by Section 1 of
this Order, the Attorney General shall, in consultation
with each Executive department and agency to which
this Order applies, promulgate such supplemental
guidelines as may be appropriate to the specific
obligations of that department or agency.

Sec 6. Judicial Review. This Order isintended only to
improve the internal management of the Executive
branch and is not intended to create any right or benefit,
substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by a party
against the United States, its agencies, its officers, or
any person.

The Taylor Grazing Act states:

Section 1 [untitled] statesin part: Nothingin
this Act shall be construed in any way to
diminish, restrict, or impair any right which
has been heretofore or may be hereafter
initiated under existing law validly affecting
the public lands, and which is maintained
pursuant to such law except as otherwise
expressly provided in this Act, nor to affect any
land heretofore or hereafter surveyed which,
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except for the provisions of this Act, would be a
part of any grant to any State, nor as limiting or
restricting the power or authority of any State
as to matters within its jurisdiction.

Section 2 of the Act statesin part: The
Secretary of the Interior shall make provision
for protection, administration, regulation, and
improvement of such grazing districts as may
be created under authority of the foregoing
section, and he shall make such rules and
regulations and establish such service, enter
into such cooperative agreements, and do any
and all things necessary to accomplish the
purposes of this Act and to insure the objects of
such grazing districts, namely to regulate their
occupancy and use, to preserve the land and its
resources from destruction or unnecessary
injury, to provide for the orderly use,
improvement, and development of the range;...

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to issue or cause to be issued permits
to graze livestock on such grazing districts to
such bona fide settlers, residents, and other
stock owners under his rules and regulations
are entitled to participate in the use of the
range, upon the payment annually of reasonable
feesin each case to be fixed or determined from
time to time, and in fixing the amount of such
fees the Secretary of the Interior shall take into
account the extent to which such districts yield
public benefits over and above those accruing to
the users of the forage for livestock purposes.
Such fees shall consist of a grazing fee for the
use of the range, and a range-improvement fee
which, when appropriated by the Congress,
shall be available until expended solely for the
construction, purchase,or maintenance of range
improvement. Grazing permits shall be issued
only to citizens of the United States or to those
who have filed the necessary declarations of
intention to become such, as required by the
naturalization laws, and to groups, associations,
or corporations authorized to conduct business
under the laws of the State in which the
grazing district is located. Preference shall be
given in the issuance of grazing permits to
those within or near a district who are
landowners engaged In the livestock business,
bona fide occupants of settlers, or owners of
water or water rights, as may be necessary to



permit the proper use of the lands, water, or
water rights owned, occupied, or leased by
them, except that until July 1, 1935, no
preference shall be given in the issuance of
such permits to any owner, - occupant, or
settler, whose rights were acquired between
January 1, 1934, and December 31, 1934, both
dates inclusive, except that no permittee
complying with the rules and regulations laid
down by the Secretary of the Interior shall be
denied the renewal of such permit, if such
denial will impair the value of the grazing unit
of the permittee, when such unit is pledged as
security for any bonafide loan. Such permits
shall be for a period of not more than ten years,
subject to the preference right of the permittees
to renewal in the discretion of the Secretary of
the Interior, who shall specify from time to
time numbers of stock and seasons of use.
During periods of range depletion due to severe
drought or other natural causes, or in the case
of ageneral epidemic of disease, during the life
of the permit, the Secretary of the Interior is
authorized, in his discretion to remit, reduce,
refund in whole or in part, or authorize
postponement of payment of grazing fees for
such depletion period so long as emergency
exists: PROVIDED FURTHER, That nothing
in this Act shall be construed or administered
in any way to diminish or impair any right to
the possession and use of water for mining,
agriculture, manufacturing, or other purposes
which has heretofore vested or accrued under
existing law validly affecting the public lands
or which may be hereafter initiated or acquired
and maintained in accordance with such law.
So far as consistent with the purposes and
provisions of this Act, grazing privileges
recognized and acknowledged shall be
adequately safeguarded, but the creation of a
grazing district or the issuance of a permit
pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall not
create any right title, interest, or estate in or to
thelands. (43 U.S.C., sec. 315h).

Sec 4. Fences, wells, reservoirs, and other
improvements necessary to the care and
management of the permitted livestock may be
constructed on the public lands within such
grazing districts under permit issued by the
authority of the Secretary, or under such
cooperative arrangement as the Secretary may
approve. Permittees shall be required by the
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Secretary of the Interior to comply with the
provisions of law of the Sate within which the
grazing district islocated with respect to the
cost and maintenance of partition fences. No
permit shall be issued which shall entitle the
permittee to the use of such improvements
constructed and owned by a prior occupant
until the applicant has paid to such prior
occupant the reasonable value of such
improvements to be determined under the rules
and regulations of the Secretary of the Interior.
The decision of the Secretary in such casesisto
be final and conclusive. (43 U.S.C., sec. 315c).

Sec 15. The Secretary of the Interior is further
authorized, in his discretion, where vacant,
unappropriated, and unreserved lands of the
public domain are so situated as not to justify
their inclusion in any grazing district to be
established pursuant to this Act, to lease any
such lands for grazing purposes, upon such
terms and conditions as the Secretary may
prescribe: PROVIDED, That preference shall
be given to owners, homesteaders, |essees, or
other lawful occupants of contiguous lands to
the extent necessary to permit proper use of
such contiguous lands, except that when such
isolated or disconnected tracts embrace seven
hundred and sixty acres or less, the owners,
homesteaders, lessees, or or other lawful
occupants of lands contiguous thereto or
concerning thereon shall have a preference
right to lease the whole of such tract, during a
period of ninety days after such tract is offered
for lease, upon the terms and conditions
prescribed by the Secretary: PROVIDED
FURTHER, That when public lands are
restored from awithdrawal, the Secretary may
grant an appropriate preference right for a
grazing lease, license, or permit to users of the
land for grazing purposes under authority of the
agency which had jurisdiction over the lands
immediately prior to the time of their
restoration. (43 U.S.C., sec. 315m)

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act

Section 402: (d) All permits and leases for
domestic livestock grazing issued pursuant to
this section, with the exceptions authorized in
subsection (e) of this section, on and after
October 1, 1988, may incorporate an allotment



management plan developed by the Secretary
concerned in consultation with the lessees or
permitteesinvolved. Prior to that date,
allotment management plans shall be
incorporated in grazing permits and |leases
when they are completed. The Secretary
concerned may revise such plans from time to
time after such consultation.

(e) Prior to October 1, 1988, or thereafter, in all
cases where the Secretary concerned has not
completed an allotment management plan or
determines that an allotment management plan
is not necessary for management of livestock
operations and will not be prepared, the
Secretary concerned shall incorporate in
grazing permits and leases such terms and
conditions as he deems appropriate for
management of the permitted or leased lands
pursuant to applicable law. The Secretary
concerned shall also specify therein the
numbers of animalsto be grazed and the
seasons of use and that he may reexamine the
condition of the range at any time and, if he
finds on reexamination that the condition of the
range requires adjustment in the amount or
other aspect of grazing use, that the permittee
or lessee shall adjust his use to the extent that
the Secretary concerned deems necessary. Such
readjustment shall be put into full force and
effect on the date specified by the Secretary
concerned.

(f) Allotment management plans shall not refer
to livestock operations or range improvements
on non-Federal lands except where the non-
Federal lands are intermingled with, or, with
the consent of the permittee or lessee involved,
associated with, the Federal lands subject to the
plan. The Secretary concerned under
appropriate regulations shall grant to lessees
and permittees the right of appeal from
decisions which specify the terms and
conditions of allotment management plans.
The proceeding sentence of this subsection
shall not be construed as limiting any other
right of appeal from decisions of such officials.

(g) Whenever a permit or lease for grazing
domestic livestock is canceled in whole or in
part, in order to devote the lands covered by the
permit or lease to another public purpose,
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including disposal, the permittee or lessee shall
receive from the United States a reasonable
compensation for the adjusted value, to be
determined by the Secretary concerned, of his
interest in authorized permanent improvements
placed or constructed by the permittee or lessee
on lands covered by such permit or lease, but
not to exceed the fair market value of the
terminated portion of the permittee’s or lessee’s
interest therein. Except in cases of emergency,
no permit or lease shall be canceled under this
subsection without two years' prior notification.

(h) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
modifying in any way law existing on the date
of approval of this Act with respect to the
creation of right, title, interest or estatein or to
public lands or lands in National Forests by
issuance of grazing permits and |leases.

Section 701. (a) Nothing in this Act, or in any
amendment made by this Act, shall be
construed as terminating any valid lease,
permit, patent, right-of-way, or other land use
right or authorization existing on the date of
approval of thisAct.. ..

(f) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to
repeal any existing law by implication.

(g) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as

limiting or restricting the power and authority

of the United States or-
(1) as affecting in any way any law
governing appropriation or use of, or
Federal right to, water on public lands;
(2) as expanding or diminishing
Federal or State jurisdiction,
responsibility, interests, or rightsin
water resources development or
control;

(3) as displacing, superseding,
limiting, or modifying any interstate
compact or the jurisdiction or
responsibility of any legally
established joint or common agency of
two or more States or of two or more
States and the Federal Government;
(4) as superseding, modifying, or
repealing, except as specificaly set
fourth in this Act, existing laws



applicable to the various Federal
agencies which are authorized to
develop or participate in the
development of water resources or to
exercise licensing or regulatory
functions in relation thereto;

(5) as modifying the terms of any
interstate compact;

(6) as alimitation upon any State
criminal statute or upon the police
power of the respective States, or as
derogating the authority of alocal
police officer in the performance of his
duties, or as depriving any State or
political subdivision thereof of any
right it may have to exercise civil and
criminal jurisdiction on the national
resource lands; or as amending,
limiting, or infringing the existing
laws providing grants of lands to the
States.

(h) All actions by the Secretary concerned
under this Act shall be subject to valid existing
rights.

The Public Rangelands I mprovement Act (PRIA) of
1978 states:

SEC. 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares
that-

(1) vast segments of the public rangelands are
producing less than their potential for livestock,
wildlife habitat, recreation, forage, and water
and soil conservation benefits, and for that
reason are in an unsatisfactory condition;

(b) The Congress therefore hereby establishes
and reaffirms a national policy and
commitment to:

(2) inventory and identify current public
rangelands conditions and trends as a part of
the inventory process required by section 201(a)
of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1711);

(2) manage, maintain and improve the
condition of the public rangelands so that they
become as productive as feasible for all
rangeland values in accordance with
management objectives and the land use
planning process established pursuant to
section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (43 U.S.C. 1712);
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SEC. 4. (a) Following enactment of the Act,
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture shall update, develop (where
necessary) and maintain on a continuing basis
thereafter, an inventory of range conditions and
record of trends of range conditions on the
public rangelands, and shall categorize or
identify such lands on the basis of the range
conditions and trends thereof asthey deem
appropriate. Such inventories shall be
conducted and maintained by the Secretary as a
part of the inventory process required by
section 201(a) of the Federa Land Policy and
Management Act (43 U.S.C. 1711), and by the
Secretary of Agriculture in accordance with
section 5 of the Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974 (16
U.S.C. 1603): shall be kept current on aregular
basis so as to reflect changes in range
conditions; an shall be available to the public.

(b) The Secretary shall manage the public
rangelands in accordance with the Taylor
Grazing Act (43 U.S.C. 315-315(0)), the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701-1782), and other
applicable law consistent with the public
rangelands improvement program pursuant to
this Act. Except where the land use planning
process required pursuant to section 202 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (43
U.S.C. 1712) determines otherwise or the
Secretary determines, and sets forth his reasons
for this determination that grazing uses should
be discontinued (either temporarily or
permanently) on certain lands the goal of such
management shall be to improve the range
conditions of the pubic rangelands so that they
become as productive as feasible in accordance
with the rangeland management objectives

established through the land use planning
process, and consistent with the values and
objectiveslisted in sections 2 (@) and (b) (2) of
the Act.

SEC. 8. Sections 402 (d) and (e) (43 U.S.C.
1752 (d) and (e)) are hereby amended-

(a) by changing subsection (d) to read as
follows:

“(d) All permits and leases for domestic
livestock grazing issued pursuant to this section
may incorporate an allotment management plan



developed by the Secretary concerned.
However, nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to supersede any requirement for
completion of court ordered environmental
impact statements prior to development and
incorporation of allotment management plans.
If the Secretary concerned elects to develop an
allotment management plan for a given area, he
shall do so in careful and considered
consultation, cooperation and coordination with
the lessees, permittees, and landowners
involved, the district grazing advisory boards
established pursuant to section 403 of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (43
U.S.C. 1753), and any State or States having
lands within the area to be covered by such
allotment management plan. Allotment
management plans shall be tailored to the
specific range condition of the areato be
covered by such plan, and shall be reviewed on
a periodic basis to determine whether they have
been effective in improving the range condition
of the lands involved or whether such lands can
be better managed under the provisions of
subsection (e) of this section. The Secretary
concerned my revise or terminate such plans or
develop new plans from time to time after such
review and careful and considered consultation,
cooperation and coordination with the parties
involved. Asused in this subsection, the terms
‘court ordered environmental impact statement’
and ‘range condition’ shall be defined asin the
‘Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978™

(b) by deleting in subsection (e) the words
“Prior to October 1, 1988, or thereafter, in” and
by inserting “In”.

Analysis

Executive Order 12630 refers to Federal regulations,
proposed Federal regulations, proposed Federal
legislation, comments on proposed Federal legidlation,
or other Federal policy statements that, if implemented
or enacted, could effect a taking, such as rules and
regulations that propose or implement licensing,
permitting, or other condition requirements or
limitations on private property use, or that require
dedications or exactions from owners of private

property. The laws specific to public land such as TGA,
FLPMA and PRIA provide additional direction
concerning livestock grazing management and existing
property rights for public land management.

Itisclear in reading the TGA that the management of
livestock grazing on the public land does not create a
property right, and that implementation of the Act
should not interfere with recognized valid existing
property rights. Aslong as proper procedures are
followed, including due process provided to current
grazing permittees/lessees, the BLM may limit or
terminate grazing for valid purposes.

With passage of the FLPMA, there is Congressional
direction that the BLM decides the appropriate use of
Federal public land under multiple use criteria, and the
BLM is not bound to provide for all uses, or even a
single use, on all lands. Congress provided through
FLPMA for management of livestock grazing on the
basis of multiple use and sustained yield. When
prudent, the BLM can cancel or modify livestock
grazing. However, FLPMA requires that if livestock
grazing is canceled in whole or in part, payment for the
adjusted value of the ranchers interest in range
improvements that are no longer needed and a 2-year
notice of cancellation of the permit or lease, except in
emergencies, will be provided to the rancher. No further
compensation is authorized by FLPMA for permit or
lease modification or cancellation.

The TGA and FLPMA both provide for protection of
valid existing property rights while also providing for
management of livestock grazing on the public land.
Whatever property rights any party may have are not
directly affected or compromised by proper management
of the Federal public land. Therefore, it is not necessary
to have concerns about potential

"takings" in the establishment of Rangeland Health
Standards and Livestock Grazing Guidelines.
Accordingly, atakings assessment at this level
(EIS'RMP Amendment) is not necessary.

WATER RIGHTS

New Mexico State Law 72-2-9. [Supervising
apportionment of waters.] states:
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The state engineer shall have the supervision of
the apportionment of water in the state
according to the licenses issued by him and his
predecessors and the adjudications of the
courts.

The TGA and FLPMA both provide for protection of
valid existing property rights including water rights.
Whatever property rights including water rights any
party may have are not directly affected or compromised
by proper management of the Federal public land. For
example,

the TGA says:

That nothing in this Act shall be construed or
administered in any way to diminish or impair
any right to the possession and use of water for
mining, agriculture, manufacturing, or other
purposes which has heretofore vested or
accrued under existing law validly affecting the
public lands or which may be hereafter initiated
or acquired and maintained in accordance with
such law.

and FLPMA states:

All actions by the Secretary concerned under
this Act shall be subject to valid existing rights.

WATER QUALITY

Clean Water Act 8313 [33 USC 1323] Federal Facilities
Pollution Control states:

a. Each department, agency, or instrumentality
of the executive, legislative, and judicial
branches of the Federal Government (1) having
jurisdiction over any property or facility, or (2)
engaged in any activity resulting, or which may
result, in the discharge or runoff of pollutants,
and each officer, agent, or employee thereof in
performance of his official duties, shall be
subject to, and with, all Federal, State,
interstate, and local requirements,
administrative authority, and process and
sanctions respecting the control and abatement
of water pollution in the same manner, and to
the same extent as any nongovernmental entity
including the payment of a reasonable service
charge.

Water quality management in New Mexico has both

State and Federal aspects. The State, through the
NMWQCC and New Mexico Environment Department
(NMED), establishes standards for ground water, lakes,
and streams or segments of streams, assesses the quality
of these water bodies, adopts regulations, and takes
actions to protect and maintain water quality. The State
also coordinates with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency in implementing the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1288), popularly known as the
Clean Water Act (CWA) and other Federal acts which
contain water quality protection provisions. Following
the above provisions of the CWA and State authorities,
the NMED and BLM have an MOU dated March 2,
1992, which designates BLM as awater quality
management agency on public land and gives BLM the
responsiblity for the control and reduction of non-point
source pollution on thisland.

Executive Order 11752, issued December 17, 1973,
requires Federal agencies to comply with applicable
State pollution laws.

It is Bureau policy (BLM Manual 7240) to protect,
maintain, restore, and/or enhance the quality of water on
public land so that its utility for other dependent
ecosystems, including present and/or desired human
environments, will be maintained equal to or above legal
water quality criteria. The water quality limits are those
defined by the most stringent applicable laws and
regulations. It isalso policy to inventory, monitor and
evaluate natural and developed water systems to
determine existing conditions, make cause/effect
determinations or resource activities on water quality,
and recommend appropriate actions.

STATE WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
ACT

The State of New Mexico State Wildlife Conservation
Act in Section 17-2-39 (A) provides that:

Species of wildlife indigenous to the state that
may be found to be threatened or endangered
should be managed to maintain and, to the
extent possible, enhance the numbers within
the carrying capacity of the habitat.

Section 17-2-40 sets out the procedures for the Director
of the NMDGF to follow in the determination of listing
State species and the management measures and
reguirements necessary for their survival. Further,
Section 17-2-40-1 sets the procedures for the Director of
the NMDGF to follow in the devel opment of recovery
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plans for the State-listed species.

The BLM policy (BLM Manual 6840) instructs State
Directors to develop policiesto assist the State
Government in achieving their management objectives
of State-listed species. State-listed species, as other
special status species, will be considered in all land use
plans and environmental assessments and will be given
priority for protection through the identification of their
habitat as potential Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern or other Special Management Areas.

In 1990, a MOU between the NMDGF and the BLM
recognized that the NMDGF is the primary agency
responsible for management, protection, regulation and
propagation of wildlife on public land. It further
stipulates and agrees that every provision in the MOU is
subject to the laws of the State of New Mexico, the laws
of the United States, and to each agency’ s delegated
authority.

Thus, the BLM promotes the State of New Mexico, State
Wildlife Conservation Act through policy and an MOU
with the NMDGF. The BLM recognizes State- listed
species, and they are given priority for protection, the
same as Federally-listed species.

EQUITY IMPACT ANALYSIS

The State of New Mexico has vested in County
Government the authority to protect the health, safety
and welfare of its citizens (NMSA 4-37 (1978):

...to provide for the safety, preserve the health,
promote the prosperity and improve the morals,
order and convenience...enact powers genera
police power and zoning...County ordinances
are effective within the boundaries of the
county, including private property owned land
and land owned by the United States.

State of New Mexico laws and County ordinances
dealing with protection of health, safety and welfare of
the citizens apply on Federal public land; however,
recent legal action in Federal and State courts resulted
in aclear reassertion of the basic principle that Counties
and States do not have the authority to overrule or
circumvent Federal management of Federal public land.
United Sates v. Nye County, Nevada, 920 F. Supp.
1108 (D. Nev. 1996); Hat Ranch, Inc., v. Babbitt, 932 F.
Supp. 1 (D.D.C. 19950, aff'd, 102 F. 3d 1272 (D.C. Cir.
1996); Boundary Backpackers v. Boundary Country,
128 Idaho 371, 913 P. 2d 1141 (1995).

Section 1506.2 (c) of NEPA states:
Agencies shall cooperate with State and local
agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduce
duplication between NEPA and comparable
State and local requirements, unless the
agencies are specifically barred from doing so
by some other law. Except for cases covered by
paragraph (&) of this section, such cooperation
shall to the fullest extent possible include joint
environmental impact statements. In such
cases one or more Federal agencies and one or
more State or local agencies shall be joint lead
agencies. Where State laws or local ordinances
have environmental impact statement
reguirements in addition to but not in conflict
with those in NEPA, Federal agencies shall
cooperate in fulfilling these requirements as
well as those of Federal laws so that one
document will comply with all applicable laws.

The NEPA also mandates that the Federal official is not
relieved of responsibilities for the scope, objectivity, and
content of the entire statement or any other
responsibility regardless of the level of participation by
State agencies.

Most of the “Cooperating Agency” Counties in this
BLM/State NEPA EIS process have enacted ordinances
that require coordinated environmental assessments with
Federal agencies, with a special emphasis on
socioeconomics, and civil and property rights analyses
from government proposed actions. Refer to
Cooperating County ordinances entitled, “[name]
County Environmental Planning and Review
Ordinance.” (These ordinances are referred to in NEPA
asa“mini-NEPA.") As Cooperating Counties, the
County mini-NEPASs are designed to reduce



duplication of efforts in the environmental analysis,
(NEPA 40 CFR §1506.2) with the counties authority to
assess impacts to civil rights and property rights.

This EIS process took into account as much as possible
the ideas from the State and Cooperating Counties. The
analysis includes a socioeconomics, and civil and
property rights analyses of the proposed actions and
alternatives. The BLM, as the responsible Federal
agency for the content of the entire statement, edited the
County-provided analysis of Human Dimension impacts
(including civil rights and property rights). When the
Counties did not agree with the edit, they were provided
the opportunity have a statement reflecting their
prospective (see Appendix F).

CIVIL RIGHTSIMPLICATIONS

There was a concern that implementation of the
alternatives would violate the civil rights equal
treatment doctrine in two areas. The first being for
disproportionate harm to small ranchers compared to
large ranchers. The second being the potential for
disproportionate harm to public land livestock
permittees/lessees compared to other users of the public
lands. The BLM assumes the concern focuses on
compliance with section one of Amendment X1V of the
United States Constitution. The Constitution insures
that all citizens have equal treatment and are not
discriminated against based on their race, color, sex,
religion, natural origin, or age. Thereisno legal basis
to establish ranchers as a protected class. Although
ranchers do have the characteristics of race, color, sex,
religion, national origin, and age, ranchers are not
protected as a class unto themselves. Where BLM takes
action will not depend on the permittee/lessee’ s race,
color, sex, religion, national origin, or age. The
proposal and alternatives make no reference to taking
any action except where the standards are not being met.

The U.S. Supreme Court has established indirect effects
on "low-income" individualsis not a basis for strict
scrutiny under civil rights standards. Also "low-
income” is not a protected class under constitutional
civil rights theory.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

The BLM will identify lands not meeting the standard
due to current grazing practices, then consultation,
coordination and cooperation will begin with the

livestock grazing permittee/lessee, landowners involved,
RAC, the State of New Mexico, and interested public to
identify practical means and measures to achieve
resource management objectives including grazing
guidelines. Emphasis will be given to selection of
management practices that will minimize adverse
impacts to low income or minority population as
directed in Executive Order 12898 on Environmental
Justice.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential mitigation measures can best be determined
when lands have been identified that do not meet the
standards. At that time, BLM will determine probable
reasons for not meeting the standards. When current
livestock grazing practices are determined to be one of
the reasons for not meeting the standard, consultation,
cooperation and coordination will begin with the
livestock grazing permittee/lessee, landowners involved,
RAC, the State of New Mexico, and interested public.
This process will include discussion of opportunities to
mitigate adverse impacts to the various parties. Of
particular interest to BLM will be mitigation measures
that are feasible.

A full spectrum of possible mitigation wasraised in
discussions BLM had with the joint lead (State of New
Mexico) and cooperators (nine cooperating counties) for
the EIS. Thisfull spectrum is discussed here to give the
reader an understanding what that range of mitigation
is. Some of the listed mitigation measures are feasible
while others are not. The feasibility of each is discussed
in general terms below. Possible mitigation measures
include:

1. Reducing the scope of the project - This would entail
changing the project to deal specifically with the area
where current conditions and grazing practices are not
acceptable instead of alarger area within the allotment
or within a pasture. While this approach might be more
expensive to implement, it might lessen impact to the
permittee/lessee. This approach would be highly
feasible; however, it would depend on the specific
situation.

2. Delay impacts - Thiswould entail giving the
permittee/lessee notice before the actual change is made
to the grazing operation so the permittee/lessee has time
to plan and make the necessary measures to lessen the
impact anticipated. This mitigation is feasible and
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mandated by FLPMA and the grazing regulations for
some situations; however, for other situations the
mitigation may not feasible.

The grazing regulations provide for such mitigation
under specific circumstances.

43 CFR 84110.4-2 (b) When public lands are
disposed of or devoted to a public purpose
which precludes livestock grazing, the
permittees and lessees shall be given 2 years
prior notification except in cases of emergency
(national defense requirementsin time of war,
natural disasters, national emergency needs,
etc.) before their grazing permit or grazing
lease and grazing preference may be canceled.
A permittee or lessee may unconditionally wave
the 2-year prior notification. Such awaiver
shall not prejudice the permittee’ s or lessee’s
right to reasonable compensation for, but not to
exceed the fair market value of his or her
interest in authorized permanent range
improvements located on these public lands
(see 84120.3-6).

When the BLM is not proposing to cancel the preference
or when the proposed action is not excluding livestock
use, the 2 year delay is not mandated by regulation, 43
CFR 84180.2 (c) would apply. It states:

The authorized officer shall take appropriate
action as soon as practicable but not later than
the start of the next grazing year upon
determining that existing grazing management
practices or levels of grazing use on public
lands are significant factorsin failing to
achieve the standards and conform with the
guidelines that are made effective under this
section. Appropriate action means
implementing actions pursuant to subparts
4110, 4120, 4130, and 4160 of this part that
will result in significant progress toward
fulfillment of the standards and significant
progress toward conformance with the
guidelines. Practices and activities subject to
standards and guidelines include the
development of grazing-related portions of
activity plans, establishment of terms and
conditions of permits, leases and other grazing
authorizations, and range improvement
activities such as vegetation manipulation,

fence construction and development of water.

3. Take actions so impacts occur over a period of time -
Thiswould entail dealing with making changes to the
grazing operation over time to spread out the impact
surge to the permittee/lessee. For example, treat one
pasture at atime instead of all pastures where brush
treatments are called for to help meet the standard for
public land health. This approach would be moderately
to highly feasible based on the specific situation. If
significant progress toward meeting goals and objectives
on the allotment is not being made as awhole, the
BLM’s authorized officer will follow CFR 43 §4180.2 ¢
(seeNo. 2).

4. Take no action - Thiswould entail not taking any
action to improve the public land health by
implementing grazing guidelines as away of lessening
impacts to the permittee/lessee. This approach would
not be feasible as it conflicts with the grazing
regulations (43 CFR 4180.2 c) (see No. 2) which
mandate that action will be taken by the next grazing
season.

5. Complete a Taking Implications Assessment (TIA) -
After determination of site-specific standards for public
land health, the BLM must establish the activities that it
believes are contributing to the lack of achieving the
standard. In consultation with the affected interests, the
BLM would then develop a plan to adjust these activities
to insure the standard is achieved. For examplein
grazing, consultation, coordination and cooperation with
the permittee/lessee and other affected interests would
identify how to adjust livestock grazing practices to be
in concert with the rangeland health standards and
livestock grazing guidelines.

During the planning process, when private property
rights owners believe their rights are being impacted,
they could request a TIA. It has been recommended by
the Counties that as a mitigating measure, BLM apply
the following tests to determine if there is a potential for
ataking of private property.

1. What property interest will be or are likely to
be affected by the proposed action;

2. The likely degree of economic

impact on identified property and

economic interests,

3. The character and present use of the
property, the anticipated duration of the
proposed or intended action, and variationsin
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State law;

4. Whether the proposed policy or action
carries benefits to the private property owner
that offset or otherwise mitigate the adverse
economic impact of the proposed policy or
action; and,

5. Whether alternative actions are available that
would achieve underlining lawful governmental
objectives and would have alesser economic
impact.

This mitigation measure would not be feasible as
recommended above by the Counties as their
recommendation is atest for regulatory takings. The
application of Federal regulations to specific property, or
Federal governmental actions physically invading or
occupying private property would be the appropriate
test. The Attorney General’s Guidelines for the
Evaluation of Risk and Avoidance of Unanticipated
Takings, June 1988 Section V (D) (1) providesthe
following information for tests of physical intrusion.

Physical intrusion takings analysis is appropriate where
the action or policy involves physical presence by the
government, or by others pursuant to government
authorizations, on private property. Where that
presence amounts to occupancy of the property, takings
exposure is measured by the physical limits of the
occupation. Where the intrusion is less than occupancy,
takings exposure turns on both the character of the
invasion (for example, overflight, flooding) and a
physical presence that isthe natural and probable
consequence of authorized government action.

The Courts have long held that no taking of private
property occurs in the course of lawful administration
and regulation of Federal grazing lands because the
grazing permit represents a benefit or privilege bestowed
by the Federal government upon a private individual and
not a compensabl e property interest under the Fifth
Amendment. Thus, an authorized officer's decision to
change permitted use (84110.3), decrease permitted use
(84110.3-2), implement a reduction in permitted use
(84110.3-3) decrease land acreage (84110.4-2), approve
an AMP (84120.2), or approve a cooperative range
improvement agreement (84120.3-2) does not giverise
to ataking claim.

6. Compensate for loss of range improvement values -
Thiswould entail the permittee/lessee being paid a
reasonable compensation for the adjusted value of the
improvements owned by the permittee/lessee, not to

exceed fair market value. This approach would seem to

be highly feasible asit is provided for now in the law.

The FLPMA statesin Sec 402 (g):
Whenever a permit or lease for grazing
domestic livestock is canceled in whole or in
part, in order to devote the lands covered by the
permit or lease to another public purpose,
including disposal, the permittee or lessee shall
receive from the United States a reasonable
compensation for the adjusted value, to be
determined by the Secretary concerned, of his
interest in authorized permanent improvements
placed or constructed by the permittee or lessee
on lands covered by such permit or lease, but
not to exceed the fair market value of the
terminated portion of the permittee’s or lessee’s
interest therein. Except in cases of emergency,
no permit or lease shall be canceled under this
subsection without two year’ prior notification.

7. Compensate for loss of ranch value - Thiswould
entail the permittee/lessee being paid the fair market
value for loss of ranch value. At this time this approach
would not be feasible, asthe TGA declares agrazing
permit on the Federal range to be a privilege not aright.
The Fifth Amendment does not require the government
to pay for loss of value added to the permittees/|essees
private lands used in combination with the government
permit land, and the TGA does not authorize
compensation for such added value. The argument that
the increment of value added to a private ranch by
public land grazing permit is a compensable property
interest was considered and rejected by the United States
Supreme Court in United Statesv. Fuller, 409 U.S. 488
(2973). Inthe Fuller case Justice Rehnquist delivered
the opinion of the Court. The opinion states:

...These cases go far toward establishing the
general principle that the Government as
condemnor may not be required to compensate
a condemnee for elements of value the the
Government has created, or that it might have
destroyed under the exercise of governmental
authority other than the power of eminent
domain.... Seeking as best we may to
extrapolate from these prior decisions such a
“working rule” we believe that thereisa
significant difference between the value added
to property by a competed public works project,
for which the Government must pay, and the
value added to fee lands by arevocable permit
authorizing the use of neighboring lands that
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the Government owns.... The provisions of the
Taylor Grazing Act quoted supra make clear
the congressional intent that no compensable
property right be created in the permit lands
themselves as a result of the issuance of the
permit. Given that intent, it would be unusual,
we think, for Congress to have turned around
and authorized compensation for the value
added to fee lands by their potential usein
connection with permit lands. We find no such
authorization in the applicable congressional
enactments....

Even through the Supreme Court issued its decision in
the Fuller case in 1973, the issue of compensation for
loss of ranch value continues to be the discussed and
debated in the courts and elsewhere. Hage v. United
States. However the Hage case has only issued a
preliminary decision and the Fuller case continues as
binding precedent until overturned by the Supreme
Court.

When BLM has feasible mitigation measures that are
fiscally prudent and reasonably available to BLM and
are in concert with BLM Congressionally granted
authorities, it will incorporate the mitigation measures
into new activity plans and guideline implementation.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The regulations for implementing NEPA require Federal
agencies to analyze and disclose cumulative effects that
result from incremental impact of an action “when
added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency
(federal or nonfederal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time.” (40 CFR §1508.7)

The Proposed Action and alternatives are broad in
scope. Implementation of the alternatives would consist
of many actions, including establishing site- specific
standards for land condition that BLM will manage for,
inventorying the land, and implementing livestock
grazing guidelines to assist in meeting the standards.

The standards and guidelines are general in nature and
affect public land statewide. Asaresult, thisEISis
programmeatic, addressing environmental consequences
that are correspondingly wide in scope. Furthermore,
neither the Proposed Action nor the alternatives would
be implemented in a vacuum.

The BLM rangeland management policies and public
land conditions are not the only factors that affect the
public land interests and users, the New Mexico
livestock industry, rural communities and individual
ranchers. Implementation would be interwoven with
many other actions, events, and trends taking place at
local levels. Many of the trends that are taking place at
the State level are expected to continue. For example,
many of the ranches are valued based on long-term
profitably characteristics rather than short-term cash
flow. However, financing is now based on annual cash
flow as required by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation. Other important factors in determining
cumul ative impacts are trends in popul ation, growth,
changing demographics, lifestyles, property values, and
the personal financial situation. Many rural
communities will continue to transform from rura
economies to urban economies. Population growth in
many rural communities, while contributing to
economic growth and diversification, will continue to
diminish the relative importance of agriculture in those
communities. But, economic diversification also offers
more chances to earn off-ranch income and help
families maintain their ranches. Communities that
continue to lose population and whose economies arein
decline may be further strained by decreases in short-
term livestock production.

Land use changes such as increased recreation use and
subdivision of privately-owned lands, are both a cause
and aresult of trendsin agriculture. Economically
marginal ranches might be encouraged to sell to
developers where the demand for rural homesitesis
increasing. Asaresult, agricultural production would
further decline in such areas. Increased outfitter and
guide activities, which encourage more recreational use
of rural areas and offer more income earning potential to
ranches, however these are options on a voluntarily
basic rather than enforcement by federal agencies. As
these changes are voluntarily adopted, the communities
will drift further away from the agricultural base.

Demographic and land use changes might increase or
decrease a community’s tax base. Where economies are
stable or growing, the tax base would likely be stable.
Where populations continue to decline or livestock
production significantly declines, the tax revenues might
continue to decline.

However in the long-term, the counties would benefit as
the health of the land improves, and livestock
production moves toward preference. Then the
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economic condition would also improve and the tax base
and revenues would increase based on the improved
health of the lands.

At the public land level, a number of trends can be
expected to continue. Additional use of the public land
for recreation is expected. Additionally, it can be
projected that, over time, additional management
adjustments will be necessary to incorporate the
direction of the FLPMA, CWA and the ESA.

Implementation of FLPMA, CWA and ESA is expected
to affect the livestock industry, rural communities and
the individual ranchers. Asthese laws are implemented,
adjustmentsin livestock grazing practices may be
necessary.

Protection and recovery of Federally-listed species and
their habitats are likely to change the way livestock
grazing is managed on some Federal land allotments.
Future activities designed to avert habitat loss and
endangered species listings in the long-term might help
sustain livestock production on public land.

Similarly, best management practices for livestock
grazing prompted by the need to comply with the CWA
are being developed and implemented in New Mexico
and may lead to changes in grazing practices.

The future of rangeland vegetation cannot be predicted
by considering changesin livestock grazing
management alone. Livestock grazing on public land is
not the only factor that affects rangeland vegetation.
Climate, recreation, and wildlife use, management
practices on adjoining land, and the introduction and
spread of alien weeds are also key considerations.
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